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PREFACE

In this study of school supervised work experience programs, in
which the basic purpose is to examine its cost~effectiveness, we have an
opportunity to set forth not only the necessary and sufficient condi-
tions for the conduct of such a study, but also to stress the fact that
the cost-effectiveness approach, despite its limitations of the method-
ology and the quality and availabiiity of data, is a first approximation
of explicitly determining whether society should continue to invest in
such a program.

But we have an equally fortunate opportunity o demonstrate that
the cost—effectiveness approach is not solely a materialistic, dollar
and cents method of examining an educational program which ignores other
important humanistic and social values. 1In this study we find that the
extra costs of school supervised work experience programs exceeds the
extra dollars earned in the labor market as compared with regular
vocational programs. But the study also reveals that there are positive
gains made in the personal development of students as well as their ‘
school and on-the—-job attitudes and satisfactions.

It is not the responsibility of the project staff to decide whether
these extra costs justify the continuation of the program which yields
positive effects outside of the labor market. That is a decision for
society and educational administrators, not for analysts. However, the
analysis provides the basis for making decisions based on reasonable
information, rather than guess and intuition, for society in general and
administrators in particular. We cannot emphasize too strongly that all
decisions are essential cost—effective decisions. The only issues are
whether or not they are explicit or impliecit, correct, or incorrect.

The cost-effectiveness methodology attempts to make the factors explicit
and, hopefully, correct. We would urge educational administrators to
begin to accept this approach with the methodology.

In the conduct of the study, many persons were involved. Although
the project director suggested the study and provided general super-
vision of the project, the principal investigator, Morgan V. Lewis,
-assumed’ the major burden, and was primarily responsible for writing the
Executive Summary and Chapters 2, 6, and 7. Gerald P. Glyde had
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primary responsibility for Chapters 3 and 5. Daun E. McKee assisted in
the certain aspects of the field work and contributed to Chapters 1 and
7. Lee Ann Kozak was involved in the writing of Chapter 4; Ronald M.
Crandall, Chapter 8; and Patricia E. Flanary, Chapter 1. Finally,
Lenley Lewis had a heavy editorial, re-writing, and reorganizing re-
sponsibility to make the report readable and logical in its presenta-
tion.

We should acknowledge the work of the secretarial staff which went
through the traumatic experience of repeated revisions--Bonnie Grove,
Debra Schultz, and Cindy Layser.

Special appreciation should also be expressed to Rick Brewer and
Sarah Crandall who handled the task of digesting the data via the
computer. -

Needless to say, the cooperation of the various personnel in the
individual schools and students was essential to the conduct of the
study. The many persons involved are too numerous to mention.

Jacob J. Kaufman
Movember 22, 1976
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EXECUTTUFR, SUMMARY

‘The terms "cost-effecl.. &' .nd "work experience' in the tit.
of this report imply that this study will answer the question: '"Do
the results of school supervised work experierce programs justify their
costs?" It should be stated at the very beginning that the answer to
this question cannot be a simple "Yes" or "No." The. results that were
obtained cover a variety of cutcomes that could be influenced by work
experience and they are not all clearly positive or negative.

As a broad generalization, work experience programs do appear to
accomplish their objectives while the students are in school but the
evidence on program effects after the students leave school is more
mixed. The work experience students studied while they were in school
were found to like their courses more, to work in jobs that required
more skill and were more related to the skills they were.studying, and
to report they were learning more on these jobs than students in the
comparison groups. The former work experience students who were fol-
lowed up were also more likely to be employed in higher skilled jobs
which were more related to their training than students in the com-
parison group. Their apparent higher skill levels, however, were not
reflected in the wages they received or in their satisfaction with their
jobs.

The failure to find significant differences between the wages of
work experience students and others, to which they were compared, poses
a particular inconsistency for the cost-effectiveness analyst. It is in
conflict with the most accepted theory of investment in education, human
capital theory. Under this theory, educational expensés are justified
by their contributions to the future productivity of "he student. This
productivity is best measured by the earnings which the student can
command in the labor market. When the earnings of the student who has
been the recipient of extra investment are not higher than those who did
not receive the investment, the value of the investment is questionable.

In this particular study, it was found that work experience pro-
grams are more expensive. They are more expensive primarily because
supervision of the job placement by a coordinator is an expense added to
the regular costs of in-school instruction. It was also found that
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virtually all the measures of the results of this extra expense as re-
flected by the students are posiftive. Work experience makes school a
better educational and more enjoyable experience. Yet the better educa-
tion which the work experience students appear to have obtained was not
reflected in the wages they received when they left school.

Do the other educational and attitudinal effects of school super-
vised ‘work experience justify its extra cost even if these effects do
‘not lead to extra earnings? This question a study of this type cannot

answer. What the study can and does do 7 quantify the inputs and
outputs of the program and thus provides exglicit information on which
decision makers can base their judgment: The manner in which this

study went about gathering its data and its major results are summarized
below.

Conducting the Study

The Sample. The population from which the sample was drawn was
defined as the fifty largest standard metropolitan statistical ~reas
east of the Mississippi River and their corftiguous nonmetropolitan
counties. For a school system to be included in the study, it had to
offer a school supervised work experience program for which students
received academic credit. A sample of six of the districts serving the
major cities in this area were randomly selected and asked to cooperate
in the study. When the cooperation of each central city systems was
obtained, a suburban and a rural district in the same geographic area
were randomly selected and coutacted.

Response Rates. Out of twenty-three districts that were selected
as suitable for the study, fifteen agreed to participate. In these
‘fifteen districts, data were collected from thirty-three high schools.
Self-administered questionnaires were collected in May of 1975 from
2,854 students who were at that time in work experience programs or in
comparison groups of students with similar characteristics. These 2,854
students represent 73 percent of the students originally asked to partici-
pate. Mail questionnaires were obtained from 2,253 former students who
had been graduated in years 1972 through 1974, Three mailings and per-—
sonal follow-ups yielded a response rate of 43 percent of the original
sample or 51 percent of the sample that was contacted (original sample
minus undeliverable letters). Comparisons were made across the mailings
and personal interviewer contact and showed that females were more
likely to have responded to the first mailing. This bias was controlled
by the analyses which presented male and female results separately.

Information on race, IQ, and grade point average were obtained from
the school files of those students” for whom where appropriate releases
had been obtained. School officials of the fifteen districts completed
questionnaires on the costs of work experience and in-school programs.
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Classifications for Analysis. Classifying the various work experi-
ence programs offered by the fifteen districts which participated in the
study proved a difficult task. They ranged from the cooperative educa-
tion model in which job placement is. closely related to in~school instruc-

tion over a broad spectrum of workstudy program with varying degrees of ..

supervision and integration with school studies. It was decided that
all the noncooperative programs would be grouped into a single category.
However, even implementinn this definition had its difficulties because

of missing data and ¢ dictions between information provided by the
schools and studer’' , . res. Finally, it was decided to base the
categories on info:i. ~tic ;ovided by the students themselves.

Among the current students, those who reported they were enrolled
in regular vocational courses and were employed in jobs where they and
their employers were visited by a school coordinator were defined as co-
ops. Students who were not in regular vocational courses but were in
school supervised jobs were classified "work-study." Students who
worked at jobs without school supervision were labeled 'part-time,'" and
those without jobs were classified '"no job.'" Among the former students,
the co-op and work-study definitions were the same, however, it was not
possible to separate those who had worked part-time while in high school
from those who had not. Consequently, these groups were combined and
labeled "comparison.'" Whenever references are made to work experience
programs, in general, they include both co-op and work study programs.

Once these ‘“:lassifications were derived, comparisons were made
across the students in the various groups on their personal and educa-
tional backgrounds. There is some evidence from other studies, and
indeed from the comments of the coordinators themselves, that their best
students are the most likely to be placed in co-op jobs. This is, of
course, a very reasonable strategy for the schools to follow. The
coordinators wish to preserve the willingness of employers to accept
their students so they send them their best students. There was little
evidence, however, that the co-ops differed significantly in race,
family background, or academic ability from the other students.

Where the current co-ops did differ significantly from the other
groups was in the vocational programs in which they were enrolled.
Among the male students, half of all the current co-ops were in the
distributive education program. In the other groups the figure was only
about 10 percent. Among the females, distributive education was also
higher among the co-ops—-30 percent compared to 10 percent. The pro-
portion of females in office occupations, however, was about one-half
across all groups.
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Among the former students, trade and industrial was the dominant
vocational program of males and office occupations was dominant among
females. These programs were fairly equally distributed across the
groups.

Since very few of the analyses preSéﬁted in this report are by
program, these differences in the compositions of the groups which are

compared should be considered when evaluating the results obtained.

Economic Costs and Benefits

Calculation of Costs. Costs for work experience and in-school
prcgrams werce ~lculated using data provided by the schools on the
n! - ors and coordinators, thuir salaries and fringe benefits,
co _iui 1. iated expenses, consumabie supplies, and repair costs.

The measure of educational output used was student enrollment, expressed
in terms of average daily attendance. According to the cost analysis,
work experience programs entail an added cost per student of about $125.
Current enrollments in work experience programs appear to be well below
the level that would lead to optimal functioning.

This finding will probably stand in contrast to the day-to—-day
experience of the average vocational educator who "knows' that the
student who is placed on the job costs less than the student in the
classroom. After all, the educator will argue the student on the job
does not take up classroom space and teacher time or use gschool equip-
ment or materials.. How can the work experience student cost more?

The answer appears to lie in the extra costs of school supervision
of job placement--primarily the cost: of the coordinator's salary and
travel-—and the fact that the other major in-school cost--teacher
salaries-~are the same whether the student is on the job or in the shop.
Data both from the schools and the students indicate that the average
co-op student spends almost as much time receiving classroom instruction
as the nonco-op. The information this study was able to gather does not
indicate any savings accruing to the schools from job placements of
their current students.

.

Economic Benefits. Among the current students the appropriate com-
parison for the economic effects of participating in work experience '
programs is with those students who worked part-time in jobs that were
not school supervised. When this comparison is made, there is little
evidence that school supervision increases earnings. It clearly is not
associated with higher wage rates, and when earning advantages were
found, they were usually due to longer hours and less unemployment.

Among the former students the results were much the same as for the
current students. Wage rates did not differ across' the groups, but co-
ops did experience slightly less unemployment. As was noted above, wage
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differences were not found despite the fact that most of the evidence
indicates that work experience students, especially co-ops, have more
marketable skills.

From a strictly monetary point of view, then, investment in work
experience, rather than nonwork experience vocational programs, is not
justified. ©Even though work experience graduates do not earn higher
wages in the first two years after graduation, however, many other mea-
sures indicate the program achieves other educational, developmental,
and attitudinal objectives. These effects are discussed in the next
sections. i

Effects on Personal Development, Education
and Employment

Career Development

Course Choices. Career choices are not one-time e¢vents that occur
in the ninth or tenth grade which students must then follow the rest of
their lives. They are instead the result of developmental influences
only some of which the school can affect. The current students were
asked several questions on the reasons underlying their choices of
their courses of study. All of the students rated hobbies,:leisure time,
activities, and part-time or summer jobs as the experiences that had the
most influence on their choices. Students who had school supervised
jobs reported having more, and more helpful experiences.

Post-High School Plans. Most of the students reported preparation
for employment or further schooling as the most important reasons for
choosing their courses of study. The co-ops reported preparation for
employment more frequently than any other group. Almost half of the
current students, more so females than males, planned to continue their
formal education after graduation. The results from the former students

showed that these plans were largely realized: the co-ops were more
likely to hold jobs; the comparison groups were more likely to attend

school or college full-time. TFemales in office occupations and health
programs and males in technical programs were especially likely to con-
tinue their high school training in a post-secondary setting. The
former co-ops were more likely to receive on-the-job training from their
employer.

Occupational Knowledge. Holding a job while in school, either
school supervised or part-time was associated with higher scores on a
test of occupational knowledge. Co-ops scores were significantly higher
than work-study or part—-time students, both of whom scored higher than
students without jobs. ' These results were found even when the influence
of difference in personnal characteristics, such as sex, race, and IQ,
were held constant.
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Job-Training Relatedness. School-supervised jobs were more likely
to be related to courses than part-time jobs. The percentages of cur-
rent students who hoped to find jobs related to their educational train-—
ing after graduation was low, however, for all groups, perhaps because
taking cooperative jobs reflects exploratory behavior, or perhaps because
students enroll in cooperative programs simply to obtain jobs without
planning to continue similar work after graduation. The average Vvoca-
tional student (with the exception of females who study office occupa-
tions, for whom job-training relatedness was high) had about a 50 percent
chance of finding a post-graduation fulltime job related to the field
studied in high school.

Students Perceﬁtions of School and Jobs

Many attitudinal effects are often claimed for work experience pro-
grams and, in general, the results of this study support those claims.
Questions concerning the :ffects of holding a job on such factors as
satisfaction with courses, relationships with teachers, participation in
extracurricular activities, and learning of new skills were asked the
current students in two different ways. Their responses to these separate
measures of the same factors were consistent and discriminating.

Satisfaction with School. Most students, especially females, liked
school and were satisfied with their education. Co-op students were
more likely than part-time wnrkers to report that they were well pre-—
pared for their jobs and that they were learning more both in their
courses and on their jobs.

Although not really dissatisfied with school, the work-study students
usually showed up as a little less satisfied on the attitudinal items.
They were, for example, more likely to feel other students and teachers
looked down on them and the most likely to report they seriously con-
sidered dropping out of school. It is to this type of student, of
course, to whom most workstudy programs are directed, and the results
from this study suggest that these programs did help to retain them in
school and to make school a more enjoyable experience.

One of the potential costs to the individual student from participating
in a work experience program is less time for other activities, particularly
other school activities. This did not appear to be a special problem
for the work experience students in this study. They did participate a
little less than other students in some activities like interscholastic
sports. For the co-op students, however, this appe:red to be more than
compensated for by their membership in vocational clubs such as the
Vorational-Industrial Clubs of America and the Future Business Leaders
of America.
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The former students were asked to rate the relationship between the
jobs they obtained after leaving school and the training they received
while in school and how well their training had prepared them for these
jobs. The patterns of these ratings reflected the job-training related-
ness results discussed above: co-op students were more likely to obtain
jobs which were the same or highly related to the occupational areas
they studied. This was especially true of females from office occupations.
As would be expected, the more jobs were related to the skills studied,
the higher the students rated their preparation for these jobs. Among
the students who did not get related jobs, whc constitute of a majority
of those studied, the ratings of preparation were much more negative.
About two-thirds of the males and half of the females in the work-study
and comparison groups reported either they had not studied occupational
areas that prepared them for their jobs or that the training ot
ceived gave them little or no preparation. i

The final attitudinal area investigated concerned feelings of self-
esteem and personal competence. It seemed reasonable that ycuig people
who have had actual job experience might feel more self-assured and
capable. The items us~d to measure these feelings failed to reveal any
difference across ihe various groups. This may have been due to internal
weaknesses in th items themselves. An analysis of the students' respon-
ses indicated that they tended to reflect positive and negative wordings
of the items more so than other content.

Cooperative Education and the Employer

To obtain the employer perspective on cooperative programs, a small
pilot study of 68 firms was conducted-by mail. -On balance, these programs
appear to offer many advantages to employers that tend to outweigh the
disadvantages that some employers feel are associated with hiring co-op
students. Although co-ops entail higher costs for supervision (as might
be expected due to the training nature of the co-o:: experience), they
are usually paid lower wages and receive fewer fringe benefits than
regular employees. In addition, co-ops are less likely to leave their
jobs or to be absent from work. Participating in cooperative education
programs can also reduce employers' recruitment and screening costs.

Employers in different industries tended to rate the performance
and costs of co—ops differently. Employers in wholesale and retail
trade were more likely to rate the quantity and quality of work produced
by co-ops highly than were representatives of other industries. Firms
that had more experience with cooperative employees tended to pay them
higher wages.
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Policy Implications

Earnings. If only the work experience students, or at least the
co-ops, had been found to earn higher wages! So many evaluations of
education programs fail to detect any of the effects usually claimed for
the programs. This study found that cooperative and work study programs
achieve almost all their objectives in-school and some of their objectives
after their students leave school, but it did not find these students
earned more. On a strictly economic basils, therefore, these programs
are not cost~effective. On almost any other measure the programs nre
effective, but these other measures cannot be - 1nr ' a simple wonetary
Tatio.

If the work experience, especially co-op, students are better pre-
pared why do they not command a higher wage rate in the labor market?
At least two explanations suggest themselves. One is that in a loose
labor market employers can be more selective. Instead of bidding for
the more qualified worker with higher wages, they can raise their hiring
criteria. The study produced some support for this explanatior.. It was
found that co-op students were more likely to enter the labor market
after leaving high school and had slightly less unemployment when they
did so. The results from the employer questionnaire also indicate that
co-ops are paid less while in the cooperative program and about half of
these students stay on with their employer after they graduate. It may
be that their rate of increase from the lower starting point is not
sufficient to produce an advantage over nonco-ops who obtain their jobs
after leaving school. The second possible explanation is that the co-
ops are trading higher wages for on-the—job training. The co-ops were
the group most likely to receive such training. This may eventually
yield an earnings advantage which was not detected in the two-year
period covered by this study.

Costs. On the cost side, again contrary to expectations, the costs
of work experience programs were higher than similar in-school training.
To the casual observer, this is hard to believe. How can a student who
is out of school for part of the day cost more than the student who is
in school full-time? The answer appears to lie in the coordination
function and the "added-on'" feature of work experience programs. Obviously
it cost money to pay coordinators' salaries and travel expenses. What
is not so obvious is that work experience programs appear to be "added
to" instead of "substituted for' other educational activities.

The information provided both by the schools and the students indi-
cates thar students in work experience programs spend as much time, or
almost as-much, in regular classes as sStudents who are not in these
programs. This may be due in part to the manner in which the questions
were asked for they focused on time spent in vocational courses. The
work experience students may spend as much time in these courses, but
less time in nonvocational courses. The questions were not designed to
detect saving resulting from work experience programs in nonvocational
areas.
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If work experience programs do permit savings in school costs which
were not detected in the present study, the cost figure for the programs
would be reduced, and the possibility of a positive cost-effectiveness
ratio would be increased.

Job-Training Relatedness. The proportion of »'! vocational stud«: =
who obtained jobs following graduntion which wer.. ~rlated to heir
training was only about onc-hal:. Participation in * Tdopria. . program
increased a student's chancce of finding a related job a little. If

vocational education, in general, and cooperative education, specifi-
cally, are evaluated on this criterion, these results are not encourag-
ing. But perhaps this is not the most appropriate measure of perfor-
mance. The results suggest that many of the students who entered voca-—
tional programs were not committing themselves to career choices.
Instead, they were engaging in occupational exploration to find out what
different jobs were likz. The high proportion of male students in
distributive education who did not plan to seek related jobs represents

" the prime example. Many ~f these students appear to have chosen this

area while in school for it was the one most likely to lead to a part-
t.me job.

These results on job-training relatedness, plus the others which
indicate that work experience programs add a significant dimension to
the educational experience of students, suggest that cooperative educa-
tion and vocational education have been emphasizing the wrong benefits.
Perhaps these programs should be promoted less to students and the
public as a means to prepare young people for ‘specific occupations and
promoted more as a way to assist overall career development. For it is
in this manner that a majority of students appear to view their voca-
tional educational courses. Many students seem to enter these courses
and their cooperative placements at least as much for the opportunities
they provide for occupational exploration as for the training in specific
job skills.

If these observations are valid, then vocational and cooperative
education should be evaluated as much for their contribution to the
current development of the student instead of solely as investments
which will yield future payoffs in the labor:market. Viewed in the
current development perspective-—-or as an economist would say as a
consumption good rather than an investment good--work experience pro-
grams clearly are effective.

Despite the problems encountered when attempting to classify the
sample, and despite the difficulties inherent in attempting to quantify
the costs and benefits of work experience programs, the overall con-
clusion about such progams must be a positive one. 1In general, the
results of the present study indicate either no differences among the
students classified as cooperative, work study, part-time, and no job;
or they reveal that advantages accrue to the stuidents who held school-
supervised jobs—-especially cooperative jobs that .are directly related
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to the student's field of study. Pz f{cipation in cooperative programs

does serm -0 a graduate's "¢ oyability" und to ease the transi-
tion fro.: . to work; work studv amg do seem :o deter potential
dropouts. ployers tend to benefit from hiring co-op students.

If more precise measurus of the vocational course and school supervision
variables were possible, and if cost data had been separated for coopera-
tive and work study programs, it is likely that the advantages found for
school supervision would have been even more substantial.
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CHAPTER 1

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, WORK EXPERIENCE, AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS:
AN OVERVILEW -~

Introduction

. - The concept of work experience education arose from che vocational
education movement which began in this country at around the turn of the
century with the rise of jndustrialism. Education in the twentieth
century has tended to keep students out of the world of work for in-~
creasingly long periods of time, and has been perceived to be "irrele-
vant" for many students. These and other conditions gave rise to work
experience programs, which were designed in part to ease the transition
from school to work, to make education more relevant to the student's
future working life, and to prevent students from dropping out of school.
The history of vocational education, the types of work experience programs
that have been developed, the rationales and criticisms that have been
applied to them, and their objectives and ideals are explored in this
chapter. 1In addition, an introduction to cost—effectiveness analysis
is presented so that readers may gain a better understanding of the
means used in this study to explore the effectiveness of such programs.

Background

The work experience programs discussed in this report are the re-
sult of years of political battles, repeated transformations of public
education programs, and numerous revisions in the stated purposes and
goals of public education in a democratic¢ . society. Since the mid-
nineteenth century, America has become increasingly urban and indus-
trial. The rapid change from a basically rural population to an urban
and industrial one produced serious problems for public education. By
the 1800s, educators and politicians were raising questions about the
role of secondary education in an urban, industrial society committed to
equal opportunity.

Near the advent of the twentieth century, advocates of educational
reform insisted that only education relevant to the moral and economic
development of society was worthy of invesiment. They challenged the
lack of secondary educational opportunities for any but middle- and
upper—class children. The ideas of these reformers led to the emergence
of what came to be known in public instruction as manual education.
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John D. Runkle and Calvin M. Woodward were the prime supporters
of the early manual education movement. They insisted that public
education, which had become dull and repetitive, needed ‘o achieve a
balance between book learning and practical experience. The manual
education movement was based on the belief that due to a need for
skilled laborers to contribute to industrial efficiency in this country,
the schools must assert the moral values of hard work and respect for
the laboring class. It was thought that every student should at some
time be exposed to manual work.l

Manual education was an attempt to use the public schools as one
means of encouraging the people of the United States to accept the social
changes occurring ir the nation. No longer was individualism the pri-
mary virtue-—instead, cooperative, hard labor was emphasized. Not only
was the working farher to be respected for his contribution to society,
but the children of workers were urged to pursue vocations similar to
those of their fathers. As more and more children of labor families and
children of immigrants entered the public schools, educators and politi-
cians recognized the need for schools to instill a moral code which
stressed hard work. The manual education movement chus came to include
goals that affected the social structure.? ’ '

The manual education movement reflected a general acceptance that
the industrial urban era was here to stay, and that industry had become
a controlling factor in social progress.3 It was therafore argued that
industry should play an active role in influencing the nature aand direc-
tion of public education.

Because of (1) a constant influx of poor children into secondary
schools, (2) the rapidly growing number of disillusiomed students who
dropped out of school, (3) a continuing cry for the schools to teach
children the work ethic, and (4) industry's expanding need for skilled
labor, the early 1900s saw a gradual shift away from manual education

«-.. to the more specialized vocational education movement. Whereas the
manual education movement had emphasized an ideal--the use of one's
hands as honorable work--the vocational education movement emphasized
the practical goal of preparing students for specific jobs in the labor
market. If the fervor and support for manual education had been power-
ful, those for the new vocationalism were overwhelming.

Four basic arguments were used in support of vocational education.
It was said that vocational training would:

1. Promote the nation's economic efficiency and growth;

2. Expand the possibilities for upward mobility .for students
from the lower socioeconomic classes;

3. Induce pupils to stay in school for longer beriods of time;
and

4. Teach more efficiently the moral values previously addressed
by manual education. -
29
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Although the vocational movement had wide support, it was sometimes
criticized for restricting students' exposure to a wide range of occupa-
tions, thereby limiting the social mobility of students from lower-in-
come families. Some critics charged vocationalism with teaching the
children of workers the 'virtues" of obedience, discipline, ard submis- °
sion, thereby maintaining class distinctions. The contention that vo-
cationalism destroys the egalitarian nature of American public education
continues to be a concern of many of those who take an interest in voca-
tional education.

A major triumph of the vocational movement occurred in 1917 with the
passage of the Smith-Hughes Act, which represents the result of intense
pressure on the federal government to back the vocational movement with
money. Federal funds were provided to help train a highly skilled labor
force for American industry--satisfied workers who would, it was thought,

have an increased appreciation for and understanding of their contribution
to society.

Following the Smith-Hughes Act, few changes occurred in the voca-
tional education movement. Periodically, advocates of vocational educa-
tion have reiterated their appeals for a process which they believe will
help to make education more democratic and attractive, especially to
students from the lower socioeconomic class. 7The issues raised through~
out the history of the vocational movement continue to be raised today.

The Current Situation

The continuing concern and debate about vocational education occur
largely as a result of the artificial distinction between school and
work which has been created by the social and economic influences which
have shaped public education in this century.

Legislation (e.g., child labor laws, compulsory education, mini-
mum wage laws, and mandatory attendance regulations), organized labor's
opposition to the displacement of adults by youths, and a decreased need
for unskilled labor have served to prolong the period of time that young
people remain in school, and have increased the need for. specialized
training in order to find jobs. A paradoxical situation has resulted.
Young people are encouraged to stay in school and out of the full-time
labor force as long as possible in order to increase their opportunities
for finding employment, but upon being graduated from high school, find
employment prospects quite poor. The unemployment rate among sixteen to
twenty-four year olds continues to be significantly higher than that for
any other segment of the population.7 Part of the current interest in
work experience programs stems from the belief that these programs might
provide an easier transition from the school to the work force.
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Definitions

The American Vocational Association (AVA), defines the various
types of work experience programs to include work experience, work study,
and cooperative education. Of these terms, work experience is the most
generic. Although 'work experience)' 'work study' and 'cooperative educa-
tion' are used interchangeably in some general discussions, for the pur-
poses of this report 'work experience' is defined as "employment under-
taken as part of the requirements of a school course and designed to
provide planned experiences, in the chosen occupation, which are super-
vised by a teacher~coordinator and the employer.'q{' School supervision
and school credit for jobs undertaken are the critical criteria.

Work experience rrograms as defined in this study have the following
characteristics:

1. They are school supervised; i.e., they operate under the
auspices of a school-based coordinator whose responsi-
bilities include visits to employed youths and employers
to determine whether or not the objectives of the wctk
experience program are being implemented.

2. They offer academic credit to participatin, students.

3. They usually involve released time during the regular
school day to students who participate.

Cooperative education programs, a type of work experience programu,
are geared to vocalional students. Cooperative education students are
usually placed in jobs directly related to the student's field of study.

Work study programs serve students who may or may not be enrolled
in the school's vocational curriculum. Participants are frequently placed
in jobs which are not directly related to their fields of study, and the
programs are often designed mainly to deter dropouts. - ' e

Objectives of Work Experience Programs

Work experience programs of one kind or another have existed for
many years, but have not been widespread. Within the last decade,
however, legislators, educators, and administrators have expressed
renewed interest in such programs. Depending on the type of program,
school-based work experience programs include among their objectives D)
providing training in a specific skill, (2) providing dropout-prone
youths with an incentive to remain in school until they graduate, (3)
easing the transition from school to full-time jobs, and (4) providing
opportunities for career exploration.
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Educators, administrators, and school students have almost unani-
mously called for expansion of these programs despite the fact that
little is known about the impact of various types of work experience.
Although the evidence is divided, many researchers have found that
random work experience does not necessarily result in a better under-—
standing of the world of work. A partial explanation for this may be
that in work experience programs which are designed primarily to prevent
school dropouts, students often work at jobs in which they have little
interest and which give them little opportunity to exercise their in-
telligence or skills.

The conventional wisdom on work experience states that (a) experi-
ential learning situations must be perceived by the learnmer as involving
meaningful adult work; (b) students must have clear ideas of what they
need to learn before they can be achievement motivated; (c) students
must perceive the required learning tasks as things they can do suc-~
cessfully and which provide satisfaction (and when students do not
successfully complete a particular task, they need feedback and en-
couragement); and (d) students must be provided witl. the opportunity to
practice what they learn.

The Major Issues

The supporters of work experience programs and those who question
the value of such programs are divided on three basic issues: (1) the
incompatibility between current methods of selecting students for par-
ticipation in the various work experience programs and the objectives of
those programs, (2) the incompatibility between stages of the career
development process and the time and grade sequencing of high school
programs, and (3) the degree of specialization that is desirable in work
experience programs.

R}

Means of Selection of Student Participants

Of the various types of work experience programs, cooperative
education is the most selective. It has been said that cooperative
programs are more likely to be restricted to students with conforming
middle class behaviors than are other types of work experience programs;
are less effective in reducing student absenteeism, and, because they
place students in more responsible jobs, are more likely to interfere
with a student's other activities. 10

To gain admittance to the vocational curriculum, and in particular
to some of the more popular specializations within the vocational curri-
culum, students have to meet restrictive minimum standards. In other
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words, at least in the urban schools, one would expect co-op students to
be more academically skilled than their work study counterparts, since

most urban work study programs are designed to deter potential dropouts.
Work study programs in suburban and rural areas usually have less speci-
fic objectives and tend to serve a more heterogeneous group of students.

Although federal legislation which provided funds for cooperative
work experience programs emphasized the special needs of disadvantaged
groups, the methods and criteria for the section of students for some
cooperative programs indicate that a selection factor based on the
student's potential success in the program and on the job is often
applied,ll resulting in the exclusion of the very students who are

most in need of the skills and experiences these programs attempt to
provide.

Some educators are concerned with school "image" when selecting
students for a program. The following statement refer~ to cooperative
distributive education programs, but it expresses what seems to be a
widely held point of view rega-'ding other work experience programs as
well.

...We are finding that only the qualified students are being
permitted to enter the cooperative programs and to take
their supervised on-the-job experience in approved training
stations. There is an understandable cautiousness being ex-
hibited in many communities in permitting students with mar-
ginal abilities, interests and aptitudes to represent the
school in the business community. 12

Although such cautious attitudes may be understandable, they con-
flict with the federal government's explicit interest in providing
special education programs designed to assist students whose abilities
are ''marginal." One evaluator writes, "Indeed, the general flavor of
the recent literature is that in too many cases, students for whom
vocational education programs are designed and/or best suited to serve,
are éliminated in the selection process....'"13 He adds that "students
are excluded from CWE [cooperative work experience] by the very criteria
that should be used to admit them to these programs.'1lé4

The fact that cooperative education programs generally have a
high rate of job-related placements may indicate that participation
in such programs, from the employer's point of view, is an efficient
means of screening pctential applicants for full- or part-time jobs.
In fact, school officials often point out that the opportunity to
screen potential full-time employees is one of the major selling points
used by school officials who seek to interest employers in participating
in the program.
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. Staging

Educators also disagree about staging—-the compatibility between
stages of the career development process and the time and grade sequenc-—
ing of high schoo’ programs. Particularly when the object of the work
experience program is training in a specific skill, some argue that the
early choice of a vocational specialty may constrict later options and
decreace the individual's chances for upward occupational mobility.

Many individuals have indicated concern about the social segregation of
students that results from curriculum segregation, especially when
students attend separate specialized vocational institutions.l Par- |
ticipation in some work experience programs is often criticized for the
same reasons.

Project Talent found that only 31.4 percent of male high school
students continued to hold the same career plans one year after high
school as they did in the twelfth grade. Because so many young people
changed career plans shortly after high school graduation, Project
Talent concluded that "students have been faced with choices that they
are not adequately prepared to make."16

Other critics suggest that specialized training is competitive with
and perhaps detrimental to the achievemont of more general, three-R
educational objectives. By trying to provide the young people it serves
with both an education and skilled training for the labor force, it is
alleged that vocational education programs do not provide either basic
education or employability.17 After examining the relationship between
course work and students' achievement scores, Project Talent reportod,

At the present time many poor students who are just barely
able to read are placed in vocational training courses that
give little emphasis to reading and basic skills. It dis prob-
able that a large proportion of these students do not end up
with skills that make them attractive to employers.... It is
possible that placing such students in a general curriculum
and raising their basic literacy_ glightly might do more to
maximize their employabilit:y....'8

In contrast, proponents of vocational education and work experience
programs argue that properly designed work experience programs can
contribute positively to academic goals by making the final years of
schooling more bearable for nonacademically oriented youth. An
unpublished report submitted to the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare by the National Panel on High Schools and Adolescent
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Fducar-ic~ :rates that '"cooperative education is a means for alleviating

the csrmichmrent and isolation of the youth peer culture by getting them
imrolvel =t an earlier age in a realistic work situation with a wider
group of adults."19 Moreover, proponents of vocational education point
out that specialized skill development is necessary for youth. They
insist that high unemployment and other labor market problems of youth
result from low secondary level vocational enrollments. 20

Specificity of Training

The third major issue around which the current debate revolves is
the degree of specificity of training that is desirable in work experi-
ence programs. According to a study by the Systems Development Corpora-
tion of school-supervised work experience programs, specific occupational
preparation was the primary purpose of most work experience education
programs, although the report questioned whether this goal was achieved. 21

Studies that have compared the graduates of the academic and general
curricula with graduates of the vocational curriculum have difficulty in
establishing vocational education as the cause of observed differences.
in performance.22 Since students in vocational education in general
come from less favored socioeconomic backgrounds and score lower on
standardized tests than students in the academic curriculum, it is
difficult to trace the effects of variations in student-gggitudes,
aspirations, motivation, and other characteristics to differences between
high school curricula. With regard to earnings over their working
lives, the assumed advantage of high school vocational graduates _over
other high school graduates has not yet been firmly established.

However, Herrnstadt and Horowitz report that ''tentatively there seems to
be some relative advantage to cooperative work study, at least as
measured in terms of wage gains and occupational stability, over a five-
and-one-half year period, beginning with mid-1966."24

Since cooperative programs tend to have specific occupational
skills training as a program objective, the fact that these programs may
impart some occupational advantage to their graduates lends support to
the position taken by most proponents of vocational education, who
suggest that a major cause of the high youth unemployment rate is the
lack of specific marketable skills among most students when they leave
school. In order to assess the impact of programs accurately, however,
explicit information is needed. The following sections explain how
cost-effectiveness analysis can provide the explicit information that
is necessary to assist educators in maing informed decisions about

- many aspects of work exmperience programs.
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What Is Cost-Effectiveness Analysis?

The purpose of cost-~effectiveness analysis is to introduce into
the public sector of the economy the equivalent of the market constraints
in the private sector. In the private sector a business firm has a
useful barometer by which it can assess its performance during a given
year, namely, the profit and loss statement. Put simply, a profit and
loss statement sets forth the revenues received from the sales of the
products of the firm and the costs incurred in producing these products.
The difference between the two is profits (or losses). Thus, the firm
can analyze its revenues and costs and attempt to maximize the former
and minimize the latter. One way of reducing costs or increasing
revenues is to change the process of production so that profits can
increase.

How can this approach be adapted to vocational education? Educa-
tional decision makers must seek proxies or surrogates for revenues by
which the effectiveness of the educational process can be judged. These
"revenues'" can be asses:ed according to how well they fulfill performance
goals or impact goals. There is no problem of costs in the public
sector which does not exist in the private sector, and the production
process in the private sector can be seen as the equivalent of the edu-
cational process in vocational education.

The basic challenge to an analyst is to determine the proxies or
surrogates for output in the public sector and attempt, if possible,
to translate these output (performance or impact) measures into dollar
terms. Ceortain measures-——such as the income enjoyed by one group of
students as opposed to another--can be handled without great difficulty.
Other measures of output can be translated into dollar terms indirectly
or by comparing the results~-in nonmonetary terms--with the costs in-
volved. These procedures are not simple, but reasonable estimates can
be made given adequate data.

The theoretical concepts pertaining to costs and benefits which
underlie this approach are outlined Lelow in order to lay the ground-
work for a study of the cost—-effectiveness of work experiencs programs
in secondary schools, which may better enable society =o allocate its
limited resources for facilitating the achievement of =ts educational
goals.

. Evaluation of Performance

Under a free enterprise economy, most private we=ms @are satis-
fied through the workings of the market system. Unifi=r this system
it is assumed that, as a result of consumer choice, gmods= and services
will be produced to satisfy private wants and that tie: limited re-
sources of the economy will be allocated through the wperations of
the market in a manner which will yield the gr.atest outwmut with a
given amount of resources or that a given output will be .obtained
with the_least _amount of resources. ___
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Certain necds and wants, however, are not (or cannot be) satis-~
fied by the piivate sector. Social wants are those which are satis-
fied by services that arc consumed in equal amounts by all members
of societ? Some people can benefit {rom these services even if
they do nci pay for them-~in fact, there is no reason to think that
such persens would make voluntary payments for governmental services
of this type, which might include expenditures for flood control, de-
fense, sanitation, etc. -

A third group of wants which could be fulfilled by the private
sector, but which is frequently handled by the public sector (largely
because socicty considers the fulfillment of these wants espccially
desirable), may be referred to as "merit'" wants. Included in this
category are such items as low-cost housing and "free" education. In
these instances, certain social benefits are thought to derive from

~the provision of these commoditics which justify society's assumption

of responsibility to satisf{y these wants.

This report is concerned less with society's objectives in
establishing work experience education than with whether such programs
are enacted efficiently and in consistence with stated objectives.
(Again. e¢fficiency means the maximizing of a given goal at a given
cost or the attaimment of a given objective at the lowest possible
cost.) :

In the private sector of the economy, evaluations of performance
usually are made in the market place. The inefficient firm may be
forced out of business. The firm that does not produce goods and
services which satisfy the needs of consumers may not survive. But
what tests for efficiency and survival do we have when the goverument
prevides the goods and services, as in the case of work exparience
vocational education?

The only alternative tc marketplace tests of the efficiency
of producticn or the qualitr of the product is cost-ef{fectizene s
analysis. Duspite the fact =hat this method of analysis is df :@Ficult
to develop and that adequat. data are difficult te obtain, it : the
onlv method at hand which ¢ an accomplish the careful analysce: nceded
to evaluate wernment-funded programs. .

Somz “.iucators tend to talk simply in terms of the 'meeds'" of
education.l systems. Their position is simple: goverumentzi agencies
should raise whatever funds are nccessary to meet these '"unespis."
Others assert that only so much can be done with the fixed =s=z=ms of
money available for educators to spend on education. Education should
not, however, be assessed in terms of costs or needs alone. Ny cost
can be justified without reference to payeff or results, and i
gatisfaction ol any necd canmnot be justificd without referencoe to cost.

~
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The impact of and justification for work experience programs must
therefore be related to costs, and the costs of work experience must
be related to their impact or benefits in order to determine whether
benefits are proportionate to costs or vice versa. If private voca-
tional schools survive, it is reasonable to assume that these schools
operate ar a profit and that the consumers of such education are willing
to pay the price of tuition because they find that it pays off. We can
also assume that the profit motive serves as a sufficient stimulus to
the owner of the private vocational school to keep costs as low as pos—
sible~~otherwise the school would not survive.

But what controls do we have over public education? What induces
public educators to keep costs down? What evidence is there that
publiec education is being provided efficiently and that its objectives
are heing achieved?

These are legitimate questions during a period when there are
many demands for the provision of social and merit goods by the
government. Within education, the many demands for different forms
of education require that decisions be made as to how resources
should be allocated among competing educational programs. Cost-
effectiveness analysis provides a basis on which these decisions can
be made (see Chapters 3 and 5 for a more datailed description of the
analytical procedure).

Objectives. It should be stressed that cost-effectiveness analysis
is basicall~ a 'way of thinking." It tends, first, to force admin-
istrators t»s state obj=ctives clearly. This is not easy to do, as the

prevalence of broadlr stated objectives which do not reflect actual

purposes attests. 1- 18 not enough, for example, to state that the,
schools at:empt tc =-ucate the "whole man.'" Ni-- can it simply be
stated tha: vocat:+ .. education is designed tc place a student in a
job. Does the iv® r=i=zce to the student's tr=iming? Is-it a job

chat lead: to promotion? Is it a satisfying job? How does the job
zzfect th: student's Tater participation in the labor market?

Costs. Secomd, cost—effectiveness analysis tends to force ad-
ministrators to comezntrate on the costs associated with the achieve-
ment of objectivis.. In education, as in business. inputs, processes,
products, and impuavr Aare interrelated and must not be considered
separately.

] ,3_4:”_-__; e —
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Alternative Methods. Third, cost-effectiveness analysis forces
administrators to think of alternative ways of achieving the same
objectives. Just as the pressures of competition tend to force private
enterprise to seek other and better means of producing goods or ser-
vices, an examination of the efficiency of the educational process
can expose specific strengths and limitations of programs that can
help educators and administrators to seek other and better means for
the education of youth. In this way, cost—effectiveness analysis
can force change and innovation in education. In fact, failure to
evaluate educational curricula leads to stagnation. It is only
through constant evaluation that innovation can be achieved.

Misconceptions About Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

One of the most serious misconceptions about cost-effectiveness
analysis is that it is merely a subterfuge for seeking to conduct
education on a "least-c.st'" basis without regard for the fulfillment
of all educational objectives. It must be remembered that efficiency
means the achievement of a given objective with the least cost or the
maximization of a given objective with a given cost. The cost-
effectiveness approach does not stress minimizing costs if valid edu-
cational objectives will suffer.

A second misconception is that benefit is wrasured only in dollars——
a form of “crass materialism." Cost-efZectiveness analysis recognizes
that nonmomztary benefits must be takem into account. Such nonmonetary
ben~"its m include changes in voting behavior, job satisfaction,
cultural T ues, dropout preventiosn, etc. It is essential, however,
that the community should determine whether (and how much) it wants
to spend for explicitly stated objectives, ecunomic or otherwise.

o

A third criticism that is often advznced against comt-wkznefit
analysis L1s that some things are just nor quantifiable. Pr--sumably,
s that there is no way in winich one can determimeo whether or

s z-wen noneconomic objective has becn attaimed. Cost benefit
analy: ¢ stresses simply that an attempt must be made to =valuate all
object w=s in order to determine whether their apparent vaiue is ful-
filled .n practice. Although certain objectives may be difficult to
quantifv, every effort is made to develop "inferential" (or pProxy)
indexes. For example, the extent of "interest" of students in a cur-
riculum might be inferred from an index of absenteeism.

Finally, it is sometimes argﬁed that cost-effectimeness analysis
ignores political considerations or other constraints am, educational
decision makers. Although the analyst ignores the political aspects
of a pmegram in favor of objective criteria of evaluariom, the decision
maker should not necessarily igriore "politics." Cost-effectiveness
analysis does tend. however, to reveal .zi= cosc of politdcal decisions
and may help to mizimize the role of poZitics in the dectizsion-making
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Other Constraints. It is recognized, of course, that administra-
tors face other constraints on their attempts to realize educational
goals. When these hindrances are explicitly identified, however,
strategies can be develeoped for overcoming them. Some of these con-
straints are listed Jelow.

1. Technologiral Constraints involve limitatioms in the state
of knowledge of the appropriate combinations of student characteris-
tics, teacher charm=teristics, educational processes, and educational
facilities require:z to achieve performance goals in work experience
education.

2. Policy Cozstraints are often imposed on subordinate decision
makers by superior decision makers. 1In work experience programs,
for example, deciszions about the number of stwdents who are to be
enrolled in a curriculum are subject to constraint. In such instances
administrators cannot consider alternative approache..

3. Politica® I u: traints are rhose imposed on educational decision
makers by lepislatic: that establishiies certain conditions under which
work experience prmgrams must be conducted.

4. Organizat 'cnal, Tnst®cutior 1, and Legal Constraints include
those which reflec. dificrences in -ie power zmd vTesponsibilities
of various institu.ion:il entiziies.. Tor example, the federal or state
governments might =st #hlish certain conditions which must be fulfilled
in order for schools ‘2 rzceive fuwnds for work exruerience programs.

5, Resource Co straints limdit the fimanmas o= facilities avail-
able for work experi:snce prorTrams..

6. Target Constoxints =zt forth specific ob’izctives which must
be met by work experismce programs in a given TeaT. the costs of
which may be too high or too low.

7. Attitudinal Constraimts reflect people's unwillingness or
inability to consider alternatives with which the are unfamiliar.

Although som: or all of —hesc comstraints affect the decision
maker's freedom - interpret znd use the information provided by
reports such as tims one, It is hoped that this amd other studies can
help to overcocme zuch barriers by providing empiizit infnrmation.

The. Present Study

The results of analyses wf the data collmeted in the present
study suggest that students in school-supervimed jobs (either coopera-
tive or work study, but especizmlly cooperative) have benefited more
in terms of career development and planning, satisfaction in school,

bear any appreciable individual costs as a xesult of their particigation
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in such programs. In addition, although co-op students do not obtain
higher-paying post—graduation jobs than other students, they acquire

jobs more quickly after being graduated from high school, and appear

to have more "marketnble" skills.

This study found that work experience programs-~broadly defined
to include all school-supervised jobs--cost more per student and did
not yield higher wages to their participants during the first two years
after graduation. Thus, although from a strict human capital per-
spective the added investment that society must make to support work
experience education does not appear to be justified, tangible personal
and social benefits do appear to result from participation in work
experience education programs. '

Many economists now believe that there are two labor markets--a
primary market in which workers hold stable jobs with benefits and
opportunities for advancement, and a secondary market in which workers
hold "marginal' jobs. It appears that graduates.of work experience
programs, whether they initially earn higher wages or not, receive
more of the socialization and training which have been described in
the literaturec as necessary for obtaining preferred primary-type jobs.
The present study did not, however, follow the labor market experiences
of graduates for a long enough period in order to confirm or deny this
hypothesis. Nor could it quantify the monetary benefits which may
accrue to individuals, communities, or society at large as a result
of, for example, the dropout prevention function of work experience
cducation. These and other reservations noted in the text shouid il-
lustrate the importance of considering both monetary and nonmonetary
factors when assessing work experience programs.

Are the benefits that have been identified sufficient to justify
the extra costs of work experience programs? This is a question which
the study cannot answer, because it involves a weighting of the value
of the respective benefits that is not appropriate to this project,
or any resecarch project. The answers to such questions must come
first from educators, and ultimately from society in general, through
its elected representatives. This study presents the kinds of evi-
dence to be considered whenever such decisions are made. .

Summary

Perhaps the major point of disagreement between the proponents of
work experierce programs in secondary schools and the critics of such
programs lies in whether or not vocational education programs in prac-
tice come close to fulfilling the expressed ideals of vocational educa-
tion. 1ldeally, vocational education programs should contribute
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positively to both academic and career goals. Similarly, the optimum
timing of curricular choice is often directly related to the breadth and
depth of occupational information and the amount of competent guidance
available to the young person making the career choice. Thus, in those
schools which more closely approach the ideals of vocational education
and guidance, the students may be adequately prepared to make career
choices. In other schools they are not.

A similar case may be made with regard to the optimal amount of
specialization in the vocational curriculum. Vocational education
programs vary greatly in terms of specialization from place to place and
even within large cities.25 Whether or not the specialization helps
students to find employment at suitable skill levels depends on the
careful matching of employment opportunities within a given area and the
vocational school offerings. It has been argued that "enrollment in
many high school vocational courses is so far in excess of the average
number of job npenings that a regular oversupply would result if many
enrollees did not drop out before graduation or take jobs outside their
fields of training."26 Reubens notes, however, that if the extra cost
per student enroiled in vocational education as compared with other
programs is to be justified, the vocational graduate should qualify for
a higher-level entry job, earn more, advance more rapidly, have fewer
and/or shorter periods of unemployment, and have §reater job satis-
faction than the matched nonvocational graduate.2

The present cost-effectiveness study explores the claims made for
work experiencz programs and provides evidence that at least some of the
benefits that its proponents assert do in faci occur as a result of
students' participation in such programs. The responses of current and
former students to structured questionnaires indicate that students in
work experience programs have somewhat more positive school and em-
ployment experiences than nonwork experience vocational students, as is
demonstrated in the following chapters. They do not appear, however, to
earn more money in post-high school jobs, at least not in the first two
years after graduation.
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CHAPTER 2

CONDUCTING THE STUDY

Introduction

Work experience programs in secondary schools are examined in
this study in order to determine the costs and benefits associated
with them. Two types of programs are included: cooperative programs
geared to vocational students who are placed in jobs related to
their fields of study; and work study programs (often designed primarily
to deter dropouts) that place students in jobs which may or may not
be related to their fields of study. Data on studencs in these
programs are compared with data on students with nonschool-supervised
Jobs and students with no jobs. Characteristics and experiences of
current and former students are compared. ‘ :

Data were obtained through the cooperation of thirty-three high
schools in fifteen school districts in the eastern half of the United
States. Usable questionnaires were collected from 2,854 students
who were enrolled in these programs in April and May 1975, and mail
questionnaires were obtained from 2,245 former students from the
classes of 1972, 1973, and 1974. Information on the costs of work
experience and vocational programs was obtained from school records.

This chapter discusses how the steps in selecting the sample and
obtaining the data were carried out. It is divided into four sections:

1. A summary of the content of the instruments that were used.
2. A description of the method of selecting the sample.

3. A discussion of response rates.

4. An outline of the methods used to classify vocational,
cooperative (co-op), and work study students. Data supplied by the
schools and students that relate to these classifications are
presented and compared.

The Instruments

Three basic instruments were used to collect data from students:
a school record card, a self-administered questionnaire for the current
students, and a mail questionnaire for the former students. A separate
questionnaire on cost data was designed for completion by school
officials. These instruments are reproduced in Appendix A. )
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The student instruments were designed to obtain information in
eight categories:

1. Background data on the students (race, IQ, grade point
average) from school files.

2. Family background (education and occupation of parents,
family possessions, educational resources in the home).

3. The students' experiences in and attitudes about school.
4. Influences on the students' choicesof courses of study.

5. Employment experiences, including the effects of holding a
job while in school.

6. Extent of the students' knowledge about occupations.

7. Students' feelings about themselves.

8. Education or training after high school.

9. Future plans and expectations.

Questions were developed or adapted from existing instruments.

The questionnaire for current students was designed to be
administered in a group setting and to take approximately 45 minutes
to complete. As a consequence, it was more comprehensive than the
mail questionnaire that was sent to former students, which covered
some of the same areas as the current students' questionnaire, but

in abbreviated form. The mail questionnaire stressed former students'
employment experiences after high school.

School personnel answered questionnaires that covered current
costs of vocational programs, including: number of teachers and
coordinators, salaries and fringe benefits of teachers and coordinators,
fringe benefits as a percentage of salaries, travel costs related to
coordination, consumable supplies, and repair costs. The cost question-
naire also collected information on enrollment and hours of class
attendance. Whenever possible, the schools were asked to supply these
data separately for various vocational programs (distributive, office,
health, trade and industrial, etc.).

Finally, a survey of a relatively small number of employers of
cooperative students was made, the results of which are reported in
Chapter 8. Questionnaires were mailed to 250 firms, 68 of which
returned completed questionnaires (a 27 percent response). The
sample was about equally weighted among urban, suburban, and rural
areas. Questions were asked about the quality of co-op workers, their
duties, hours, rates of pay, and so on. The questionnaire is reproduced
in Appeilix A-5.
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Sampling

The total population from which the sample units were selected
was arbitrarily limited to the eastern half of the United States,
with the Mississippi River as the dividing line. It was further
limited to the fifty largest standard metropolitan statistical areas
(SMSAs) and their surrounding rural counties. The sampling plan
identified the school district that served the central city of each
of these areas as the primary sampling unit. The fifty largest

‘SMSAs were grouped by federal region, and one district in each region

was selected at random for inclusion in the sample. An additional
district was selected in the largest region. Once the cooperation

of the districts serving the central cities was obtained, suburban
and rural school systems from the same geographic areas were also
selected at random. Suburban systems were defined as any of those
within the county or counties comprising the SMSA, excluding the
central city system. The rural systems were defined as those located
in nonmetropolitan counties which were contiguous to the SMSAs.

Of the six initially selected central city systems, four agreed
to participate in the study and two declined. Substitutes for these
two were selected at random within their regions. Suburban and rural
districts were requested to participate in the study following an
initial teiephone call to determine if the district had a supervised
work experience program. If it did, a letter that asked the school to
participate was sent to the appropriate official. Nine of the
fifteen districts that were contacted agreed to cooperate.

A total of fifteen districts participated in the study. The
original design called for eighteen, but in two areas, geographic
conditions limited the sample to county wide systems that provided
both suburban and rural schools. A total of thirty-three schools
comprised the sample.

When.a system agreed to participate, it was visited and procedures
for selecting the samples of current and former students were developed
with school representatives. The number of students selected for
inclusion in the sample was dependent on the total number of students
enrolled in work experience programs, the ease of access to files, and
the cooperation of school representatives. In the smaller schools, all
of the students in work experience programs were usually included. In
the larger systems, samples of 200 current and 200 former students were
requested and usually provided. B

The schools were asked to match students in work experience programs
to students in the same vocational programs who did not have school-
supervised jobs according to sex, race, and IQ scores (plus or minus
five points). 1I. a match could not be found for all three characteristics,
the schools were instructed to drop first the IQ, and then the race
variables. In one system, the matching procedure was not carried
out beciuse of the large number of students selected. ' Because
this system wanted a substantial sample for internal use, the
questionnaires were administered to selected classes which
included large numbers of students in school-supervised jobs.
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Response Rates

Current Students

" Before collecting data from the selected current students,
their parents' consent was obtained.’ The guidelines for the .
protecticn of human subjects require that before youngsters under
eighteen years of age take part in any research, their parents
must be informed of the nature of the research, the way in which
their children will be involved, and their right not to participate.

To obtain the parents' consent, the selected students were asked
to take letters home from the principals of their schools which
explained the nature of the study and requested that the parents
permit their youngsters to participate. The students then returned-
the signed consent forms to the individuals who coordinated the
data collection in each school.

The schools were asked to maintain records of the number of
students who were initially selected for inclusion in the sample and
the number who returned consent forms and completedl the questionnaires.
Twenty—four of the thirty-three partfcipating schocls maintained such
records. The completion rates varied widely, from.z Low of 18 percent
to a high of 96 percent. The overall rate for the twemty-four reporting
srhools was 73 percent. The determining factorziid not appear to be
+#e size of the school or the composition of tix.mample but the
monscientiousness of the coordinators. Those wim took their responsi-
#lities seriously and contacted students who =i mot return the
parental consent forms produced the highest compliz=tion rates.

Former Students

All of the former students who were selected to participate in
the study were eighteen years of age or older. For these students
it was not necessary to obtain parental consent. Before the schools.
could release any information from their files, however, it was
necessary to obtain the students' consent. A consent form was
included in a section of the mail questionnaire which was sent to the
former students. The schools provided the names and addresses of the
students but withheld grade point averages and IQ scores until the
students returned signed questionnaires which allowed the schools
to release the information. -

An original sample of 5,254 former students was sent mail .
questionnaires in mid-July 1975. Three weeks after the first mailing,
those who had not responded (minus the undeliverables) were listed and
a 30 percent sample was assigned to interviewers who contacted the
former students by telephone or in person. The remaining 70 percent
were sent a second mailing. Six weeks later., in the last week of
September 1975, those from whom no response had been obtained were sent
a third mailing. The third mailing included a dime incentive. The
response rates produced by these contacts are shown in Table 2-1.
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TABLE 2-1

Number of Former Students Selected for
Study and Response Rates to Contacts

Numbers . ' U Response Rates As Pe;:;nt of
. i Number Total Originai

‘Mailed- Undeliv- Acutal mailed- Original minus
Contact Assigned erable Response assigned Sample Undeliverable
1st Mailing 5254 615 901 17.1 17.1 o
2nd Mailing” 2716 163 354 13.1 6.7 8.0
Iﬁtérviewer 1176 . NA 357 30.4 v.8 8.1
3 Mailing 3068 62 641 20.9 | 12.2 14,5
Toral 840 2253 42.9 " os51.0

Th1rty percent of noarrspondents to first mailing were assigned to interviecwcrs
to be contacted by teiephone or in person.

NA = Not applicable.

As would be expected, the most responses per contact were gained
through interviews. However, the dime incentive also proved to be
effective. It yielded the largest proportional response of any of
the mailings from a sample that had been contacted twice before.

But even after the three contacts, approximately half of the
original sample did not respond. The question that arises is, how
representative are the respondents of the total sample? It seemed
likely that the questionnaires that were completed by the interviewers
and those in response to the third mailing would be more representative
of the nonrespemgdents than those from earlier mailings. To test this
assumption, the questionnaires were grouped by the mailings or inter-
viewer contact that yielded them and compared. Significant differences
emerged on many of the variables. Most of these, however, were related
to the sex difference in the responses~~females were more likely to
have responded to the early (especially the first) mailings. Table 2-2
presents these results. Since in almost all of the analyses the results
for males and females are presented separately, no weighting was made
to adjust for the heavier female response to the early mailing. Tables
2-3 and 2-4 show the total number of usable responses received from
each of the participating school districts classified by sex and work
status while in school, and Tables 2-5 through 2-8 present basic
demographic information on the characteristics of the respondents.
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TABLE 2-2

Questionnaires Returned by Contact that
Yielded Them and Sex of Respondent

- Contact that Yielded Response
Mailings
Sex of Respondent | First Second Third Interviewer
A % % %
Male 36 40 45 45
Female | 64 60 55 55
Base Number 901 353 640 351

Sex differences across contacts significant chi square = 15.31, p <
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Usable Questionnaires, by School District, Sex, and Work Status

TABLE

2-3

Number of Current Students that Returned

Males . ' Females
Work Part No Vork ' Part No

Participating School Districts Co-op Study Time Job Co-~op Study' Time Job
Northeastern Area .

Urban 2 4 8 2 11 L4 20 7

Suburban 8 14 11 7 10 13 . 18 S5

Rural 1l 5 14 5 1 2 16 5
Midwestern Area

Jrban 15 15 32 16 4] 13 38 .| 27

Suburban R 3 1 4 3 5 2 5 7
Southeastern Area .

Urban 7 2 25 9 14 0 21 14

Suburban 30 4 33 13 16 3 20 11
Southern Area . . .

Urban 36 22 79 37 105 24 68 62

Suburban 41 12 80 22 103 14 124 49

Rural 10 6 45 23 36 6 3B 49
South Atlantic Area

Urban 20 6 10 7 93 i8 ‘55 48

Suburban 67 4 50 42 84 5 60 37

Rural 23 3 23 6 37 2 25 24
Mid Atlantic Area . )

Urban 13 12 38 36 19 4 53 50

Suburban 0 30 20 20 0 9 s 6

Rural 7 3 4 3 12 1 8 7
Total 283 143 476 1251 587 130 574 408

39




TABLE 2-4

Number of Former Students that Returmed Usable
Questionnaires by School District, Sex, and Work Status

Males " Femalcs
) Vork Work
Participating School Districts Co-op {Study Compazri==on Co-op |Study | Comparison
Northeastern Area )
Suburban 4 12 22 6 15 16
Rural 4 3 10. 20 7 19
Midwesfern Area .
Urban . 29 19 7 59 16 17
Suburban _ . 3 9 6 14 2 12
Rural ‘ 12 19 19 16 16 16
Southeastern Area s :
Urban : 8 4 8 ) 11 6 11
Suburban . " 16 8 18 20 3 13
Southern Area
" Urban 4L 14 49 82 7 21
Suburban _ 58 23 ' 37 115 16 77
Rural 19 16 27 59 16 66
South Atlantic Area o :
Urban ) 4 4 16 24 1l : 20
Suburban 24 15 39 68 15 72
Rural 16 3 14 35 ° 2 22
Mid Atlantic Area
Urban 85 13 71 103 14 111
Suburban 2 6 16 o -0 23
Rural 19 9 28 32 3 15
& Total 347 177 387 gph 139 531
40 :
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TABLE 2-5

Sex and Race of Current Students
by Work Status

Sex, Race of Work Part- No

Respondents Co-op Study ~ Time Job Total
% % % % %

Male 33 52 45 38 40

Female - 67 48 55 62 ' 60

~Base Number 870 273 1050 659 2852

Males by Race

White 70 68 68 58 | 66
Black 16 19 14 31 19
Hispanic, other | 14 13 | 18 12 | 15
Base number® 247 133 411 216 | 1007

Females by Race

White 61 68 73 50 63
Black 25 18 17 36 24
Hispanic, other, 14 13 10 13 12

' Base number?® 517 119 480 | 323 1439

q1nformation on race was not available for 146 males and 260 females-
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TABLE 2-6

Sex and Race of Former Students
by Work Status While in School

Sex, Race of Work

Respondents Co-op Study Comparison Total
Z % % A

Male 34 56 ' 42 41

Female 66 44 58 59

Base number 1011 316 918 2245

Males by Race

White 75 84 71 75
Black | 13 10 15 13
Hispanic, other 12 6 15 12
Base number” 306 142 309 757

Females by Race

White 71 78 80 75

Black 21 18 16 .18
Hiépanic, other 9 _ 3 | 5 7
| Base number? 564 120 475 1159

aI_nformétion on race not available for 154 males and 175 females.
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TABLE 2-7

Grade Level of Current Students by
Sex and Work Status

Males Females o
Work Part No Work Part No
Grade Level - |Co-op Study Time Job Co-op Study Time Job
A % % % Z 4 )4 %
10th grade * 5 2 7 1 5 1l 4
11th grade 24 17 22 26 14 18 | . 16 22
12th grade 76 78 76 68 85 76 83 l73
Base Number 283 143 475 251 587 130 573 408
*Less than one-half of one percent.
TABLE 2-8
Year Former Students Left School
by Sex and Work Status in School
o Haleshﬁ _ Females
Year Left . ] Work Work
School Co-op Study Comparison Co-op Study Comparison
% 4 % % % —
1972 or earlier 18 23 27 21 23 23
1973 13 17 12 16 16 15
1974 ) 65 58 59 59 56 59
1975 | 4 2 3 ' 4 5 3
Base number 347 177 385 662 138 529
53
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Operational Classifications

Once the data were collected, the students were classified
according to vocational areas studied and work status while in school.
Whenever possible, information for these classifications was obtained
from boti the students and their official school records. Unfortunately,
information about work status and the vocational courses in which they
were enrolled was provided for only about half of the current students
by their :schools. Vocational enrollment information was wvirtually
complete (96 percent) for the former students. Even for the former
students, however, information on work status while in school was
provided by the schools for only 65 percent of the total sample.

- The current students were asked to indicate the vocatiomnal courses
that they were taking in two different ways. The first was to select
items on a checklist of the seven major vocational areas with examples
of popular courses in each area (see question 4 in Appendix A-1).

The second was to respond to an open-ended question which asked:

"What is the title of the course(s) you are taking?" This question
was preceded by one which attempted to define vocational courses:
"During this school year, have you taken any courses that train you to
obtain employment in regular occupations?" (see questions 43 and 44 in
Appendix A-1).

Because of the necessity for brevity in the mail questionnaires
which were sent to former students, the check list of vocational areas
was not included. The open-ended questions were almost identical to
those above, except that they referred to the period "while you were
in high school" (questions 8 and 8a in Appendix A-2).

To obtain information on whether or not a student held a school-
supervised job, the current students were asked: "Is (was) there some~
one from your school, a coordinator, who should visit you and your
employer on this job?" {(question 69, Appendix A-1). The former
. students were asked: '"'Were you a co-op or work-study student (part-
time school and part-time work) in high school?" (question 9, Appendix
A~2). The schools were also asked to indicate whether or not the
students held school-supervised jobs.

In those cases in which data were available from both students and
their schools, comparisons were made to test the agreement across the
two sources. Information on the courses former students had taken
was available from the schools for 96 percent of the respondents. Table
2-9 illustrates the results of a cross-classification of the students'
reports of the courses they had taken with the schools’ records on these
same students. ' '

The major discrepancies were between the schools' and students'
reports as to vocational status of the students. Surprisingly, the

schools reported that more students had taken vocational courses than
the students did. The question designed to solicit this information
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TABLE 2-9

Comparison of Former Students' and Schools' Reports of
Vocatioral Arcas Studied Wrfle {n School by Sex

Male Students’ Report of Area

Schools' Report of Home
Votational Ared . Office | Distributive |Health | Economics| T6I |Technical Argleulture | one | Total
Offfae oceupardons Y 5 18| 4
Distributive educatfon | 7 Q€ 1 1 4 66 | 162
Health n 1 1S
Gatniul home econoaics [ 1 'O
Trade and dnuscry 1 gy 1 w | o 1 9| 39
Technical | 1 1 1 16 ‘ 0| &
Agrleuliure 2 1 il & 16
Yot a vecarfonal student| 12 1 1 4 i v 4 Wom
Totals 3 8 14 14 m o u 14 LKV LY
Percent agreesent 486 55
882
Ferale Students' Report of Area

Sehools' Report of Hoze
Vocational Avea Ofiice | Distribucive | Health | Economies | T8I | Techaical Agticulture | Nona | Total
0ffice occupations p14] 15 o ? : 1| 62
Distributive edutation EL I Vi ] 2 4 |
Health : ] J U
Gainful hose econazcs 1 l l i) n %
Trade and {nduscry 15 1 4 3 aq 3 1 5] &
Technical l 1
Agriculture ] 1
Not a vocational student | 40 1 6 1 1 3 6 | 229

897 | 144 86 3 3 § 1 TRV
Percant ageeenent 869 ., |

1283
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asked the students about "...courses that trained you to obtain
employment in regular occupations." It was phrased in this way
because pretesting of the questionnaire had revealed that

students did not know what vocational courses were. It might

have been expected that siudents who took prevocational, industrial
arts, or personal skills courses would have considered them as
training for occupations, but the comparison indicates that many

of the students whom the schools considered vocational did not see
themselves as being prepared for occupations.

Among the students who were identified as 'vocational" by both
the schools and the studeuts themselves, the largest discrepancies
in reports of courses taken were between trade and industrial (T&I)
and technical courses for the males, and between office occupations
and distributive education for the females. Table 2-10 summarizes
the comparison of school and student reports of vocational areas
studied for both current and former students. Because school data
were available for only half of the current students, the full
comparison, such as that shown in Table 2-9 for the former students,
is not reported. For those current students for whom school data
were available, the results were very similar to those fou:.d for the
former students.

Information from the schools on whether or not the respondents
had held school-supervised jobs was available for 65 percent of
the former students. Table 2-11 presents the comparison of the school
and student reports. These comparisons yielded an identical level
of agreement for males and females-—-77 percent. Among the current
students the figure was slightly higher--~81 percent.

Whenever discrepancies are found between two sources of data,
the question arises as to which is the most appropriate source to
use. The greatest precision would have been obtained by including only
those respondents for whom the school and student reports were in
agreement. This, however, would have resulted in a considerable
reduction in the number of usable observations, and the power of
all statistical tests would have been reduced. In addition, when the
schools and the students disagreed, the students were less likely to
say they took vocational courses than the schools were. Consequently,
the student responses yiclded a more ''conservative' definition.
Because the students were also the source of information on the kinds
of jobs they held, the source of the information used to code courses
and jobs was constant. This was important in tracing the extent to
‘which students' jobs were related to the occupational areas they studied.

For thes. reasons, it was decided that all usable questionnaires
would be retained and that the responses to the open-~ended questions
on "...courses that train(ed) you to obtain employment in regular
nccupations'" would be used to define vocational students. The
responses to thi. question were coded as shown in Appendix A-3. Re-~
spondents who did not answer the question were considered nonvocational.
This question was used instead of the check list because it was identi-
cal for current and former students, and because it permitted detailed

coding of the courses.
- D7
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TABLE 2-10

Summary of Schools' and Students' Reports of
Vocational Areas Studied While in School,
~Current and Former Students, by Sex

Current Former
Students Students
School~Student Comparison Male Fémale Male Female
% yA % %
School and student report agreed 68 72 55 68
School reported vocational,
student reported not vocational 16 8 21 14
Student reported. vocetional,
school reported not vocational | 12 13 - 10 9
School and student reports
disagreed on vocational areas 4 6 14 -9
Base number 626 . 804 882 1283
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TABLE 2-11

Comparison of Former Student and School
Reports of School Supervision of Jobs Held
While in School, by Sex

o h - Students' Reports of Supervision

Males Females
Schools' Reports of Super- Super-
Supervision vised No Total vised No Total
School supervi§ga job 245 44 289 373 78 451
No school supervision 98 222 320 120 285 405
Totals - 343 266 609 493 363 856
Percent agreement é;é_s 274 658 _ 27%
student and school 609 85

To group the respondents by their work status during high school,
the coded responses about vocational courses were compared to the
responses on school supervision of jobs. Students in vocational courssas
who worked at school-supervised jobs were defined as co-ops. Students
who did not take vocational courses but who held school~supervised
jobs were defined as work study. Current students who worked in jobs
without school supervision were classified as part—-time, and students
who were not working were classified ''mo job." For former students,
the definitions of co-op and work study were the same as thrse for the
current students. Due te the format of the question that asked former
students about jobs held during high school, it was not possible to
separare the ''part-time'" and "no job" groups. They were therefore
combined in a group labeled "comparison." Tables 2-12 and 2-13 show
the final distribution, by work status and the three sources of
information, on vocational courses for both current and former students.
It will be noted that no entries are made in these tables under the
open-ended question for the work study group. This is so because, by
definiticn, the work study students were those who reported (in response
to the open-ended question) that they had not taken vocational courses.

These tables indicate the differences between the students' and
the schools' reports of vocational courses. Table 2-12 also shows
the difference between the students' responses to the check list and
to the open-ended question. Over both of the tables, the discrepancies
between the various sources average about “four percentage points.
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TAELE 2-12

Comparfnon of Three Sources of Information opn Vocational
Courses Belng Studied by Current Students, by Sex aud Work Status

P— [P : s e T I:;:;‘:’ST,,.. ;;n:s.—“ A P TR s AT R R WA 4 5 e
- ——— -
Co~op Vork Study Part-time l_—- No Job
(;:ck Open Sclhivel Check School Thcc'r. _(;;;c:_ .;—chucnl Cheek Open Sclhicol
Vocat fonal Area 1ist end file list file list cnd file st cnd file
z Z 4 ] 4 4 X X - x -‘Z— % Z o

Offfce occupations 3 4 ““1"“ 6 ) "T- 8 3 4 .8 4 5 o
Distribut ive

educatfon 50 52 52 13 10 13 106 14 9 7 6
Health 3 3 - 3 - 2 * - 1 * -
Cainful home economics 2 2 - 1 - 4 3 1 5 2 1
Trade and Industry 27 33 3 19 19 30 24 33 27 26 35
Technicnl 4 5 - 3 - 8 10 5 10 7 6
Agriculiure 1 1 ] 1 - 4 3 5 5 2 4
Kone 9 - 15 53 70 31 46 37 37 52 44
I':-\s.c nrl.:’.mr j;;~ 283 ) 169 142 “"‘95 457 467 222 —;;o(.)‘-—‘ 240 140 -
*Less than one-half of one percent.

e AT AT A S B T L F o Twm e

Check
Vocational Arca Jist
et b e e e e _,:_‘_,_,.__
0ffice oceupations 47
Distribative education 79
Health 11
Gainful home economics 5
Trade and Indu‘:sr(y 2
Technleal -~
Agriculture -
None 5
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Work Study ; fart~tinme Ko Job T
—Ec—{\.ﬂol Check ' S:r ; Choc‘»-— m(;-p-;-.‘m—t_:‘rhool | -(:lmck JOpen Srlxno{.—
file list | file ; list end lilc ljf_t_-._cl‘_d___._g_]i_.__
;/, 1 % 1 Z~*< A _ % _,_.\:/'__.. i 7_5__’. 7 ___»Z_»_ N

36 19 12 55 50 47 46 42 40

40 20 9 9 8 8 7 7 8

1 6 - 4 3 2 4 2 1

* | ¥ - 8 3 5 16 [3 4

10 2 12 1 3 5 1 5 10

* 1 - * 1 * * - 1

- - - * * * - - -

12 41 [2:] 21 30 32 25 38 35
Taee | 127 | 7m § ses |ses | 705 |97 |97 | 16
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TABLE 2-13

Comparison of Student Responses and School Record
Vocational Courses Studied by Former Students,
by Sex and Work Status Walle in School

Males
Hork .
Co-op Study Comparison Co-
Vocational Area Student | School | School | Student | School | Student !
A “ yA % yA pA

Office occupations 5 3 4 5 6 64
Distributive education 23 24 26 2 10 20
Tealth 3 3 1 * 1 11
Gainful home economics 2 1 - 1 2 2
Trade and Industry 46 48 20 30 46 3
Technical 18 3 3 13 4 *
Agriculture 2 2 1 2 2 *
None - 16 47 45 29 -
Base Number 347 343 167 384 . 372 664




These comparisons demonstrate the problems inherent in collecting

accurate classification data. These problems should be considered
when evaluating the results reported in subsequent chapters.

Summary

Discussions of four methodologiral aspects of the present study
have been presented: (a) the instruments used t¢ collect data, (b)
the procedures used to select a sample, (c) response rates, and (d)
classifdications of vocational, cooperative, and work study students.

The Instruwents. School record cards and self-administered
questionnaires were used to collect data from current students. Mail
questionnaires were sent to former students. Cost information was
obtained from questionnaires that were filled out by school personnel.

Sampling. A total of fifteen school districts in the eastern
half of the United States participated in the study. Urban, rural,
and suburban schools were represented. Usable questionnaires were
obtained from 2,854 current students (1974-75 school year) and from
2,245 former students (classes of 1972, 1973, 1974).

Response Rates. Questionnaire completion rates varied widely,
with an overall rate of completion (for the twenty-four schools which
kept such records) of 73 percent among current students. Among former
students, second and third mailings and telephone interviews yielded
a response rate of about 50 percent. Statistical comparisons tested
for nonresponse bias.

Classifications. Current students were asked to indicate their
work status and the vocational courses in which they were enrolled on
three different questions. In addition, the schools were asked to
provide information on the students' work status and vocational
programs while in school. This was provided for only about half of
the current students, but for virtually all of the former students
(in the case of vocational courses), who also answered two questionnaire
items dealing with vocational courses and work status. Students who
took vocational courses and worked at school-supervised jobs were
defined as co-ops. Students who did not take vocational courses but
who worked at school-supervised jobs were classified "work study."

-Students who worked at jobs without school supervision were categorized
as part-time, and students without jobs were classified "no job.'" The
many problems inherent in collecting accurate classification data should

be kept in mind when interpreting the results that are reported in this
study.

In general, the results which are presented indicate either no
differences among the groups of co-op, work study, part-time and no
job students, or they reveal that some advantage accrues to the students
who held school-supervised jobs. It seems likely that if more precise
measures of the vocational course and schcol supervision variables
were possilble, the advantages found for schoel supervision misght have
been even more substantial.
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PART III
ECONOMIC COSTS AND BENEFITS
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CHAPTER 3
ANALYSIS OF COSTS .

Introduction

" The analysis of costs that is presented in this chapter attempts
to determine whether any significant differences in marginal and average
costs exist between work experience and nonwork experience vocational
education programs. The previous chapters and those which follow identify
a number of apparent benefits which accrue to work experience program
graduates that exceed those that accrue to regular vocational education
program graduates. Such benefit information provides necessary but not
sufficient data from which judgments can be made regarding the relative
merits of work experience and nonwork experience programs. The cost
information provided in this chapter is a necessary complement to the
benefit findings.

-In the vast majority of vocational schools, work experience students
attend the same classes as nonwork experience students. For the former,
the job situation experience is an ''add-on" to the regular vocational
program. This means that many important in-school costs for work experi-
ence and nouwork experience students are not expected to differ. For
example, in a typical school, joint use is made of buildings, classroom
space and supplies. However, costs of coordinating the work experience
pProgram may be substantial. It is not unreasonable to expect, therefore,
that work experience costs per student will exceed noawork experience
costs per student, other factors the same.

Conceptual View of Costs

There are a number of different ways to examine the costs of educa-
tional programs, including marginal costs, average costs, added costs,
opportunity costs, and current and fixed costs.

Marginal Costs. The most important cost concept for the present
study is marginal cost, defined here as the incremental change in the
total cost of. an educaticnal program associated with an incremental
change in the output of that program. The measurec of educational out-
put used in this investigation of costs is student enrollment, expressed
in terms of average daily attendance (ADA). This measure of output
is only a proxy far output, since no allowance has been made for the
quality of students in terms of skills. Marginai costs of work experience
and nonwork experience vocational education programs are estimated by
specifying a total cost function. Using the statistical technique of
regression analysis, it is possible to Jetermine the incremental change in
total costs that results from a unit change in enrollment (ADA).
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Cost Data Used For Analysis

Cost data for this study were obtained via mail questionnaire from .
selected secondary schools in the following regions of the eastern United
States: New England, Middle Atlantic, East North Central, East South
Central, and South Atlantic.

In most of these areas, city, suburban, and rural districts were
represented. When possible, schools were selected which offered both
work experience and nonwork experience programs in similar curricula.
From the sample of schools, cost data were collected on forty work ex-—

perience and forty-four nonwork experience programs for the school year
1974-75.

Responses to the mail questionnaires provided the following information
on work experience and nonwork experience programs in the schools sampled:
number of teachers, salaries of teachers, number of coordinators and
their salaries, fringe benefits as a percentage of salaries, coordina-
tion-related travel costs, consumable supplies, and repair costs.

It should be emphasized that the costs analyzed here are school
costs. If the focus were on the private costs of vocational education,
such factors as students' foregone earnings, books, and possible tuition
and fees would have to be considered. There is not, however, any reason
to expect that these costs differ significantly between work experience
and nonwork experience students. It should also be noted that possible
added costs to the emplover of hiring work experience students are not
taken into account in this analysis in this chapter (see Chapter 8).

Marginal Cost. Estimates

In order to estimate the marginal costs of both work experience and
. nonwork experience vocational programs, a total cost function is speci-
fied for both programs as in equation (1) below.

(1) TC = a + bl Xl + e

where: TC = Total Cost (defined as teachers' and coordinators'
salaries anrd fringe benefits, plus coordination
related travel expenses).
Xl = Enrollment (ADA-average daily attendance is used
to reflect program enrollment).
e = regression error term.
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Average Costs. Average costs are defined as total program costs
divided by program enrollment (ADA). Average costs may be more than,
equal to, or less than marginal costs. Educational costs are most often
expressed in average terms. However, the most useful information for
resource allocation purposes is marginal cost data. If, for example, a
school administration wants to know in which program areas to encourage
enrollment increases in order to minimize total costs, the use of average
cost data alone might lead to an inefficient decision. Some programs,
for example, that have high average costs as a result of low enrollment
might also have low marginal costs, and some programs with low average
costs might aiso have high marginal costs.

Average cost and enrollment data enable investigation of the possibility
of such nonlinear average cost functions. The average cost function
provides the investigator with a view of how average costs change as
program enrollment changes. 1If a U-shaped function exists in which
average costs fall to a minimum, and then rise as enrollment increases,
average cost and enrollment data permit estimation of optimal (least
cost) enrollment levels in this context. Nonlinear average cost func-
tions in education have been identified by other researchers.l Although
in the present study the data are limited, the possibility of a nonlinear
average cost function in vocational education will be explored.

Added Costs. Added cost is defined as the marginal (or average)
cost of an educational program minus the marginal (or average) cost of
an alternative program that would exist in the absence of the first.
For example, in the case of vocational education, if schools did not
offer work experience programs, they would offer regular vocational
programs in their stead. Expanding enrollment in work experience
programs probably means reducing enrollment in regular vocational classes,
assuming that school, plant, and equipment resources are fixed. There-
fore, the added cost (marginal or average) of a work experience program -
is the difference between the cost of expanding that program and the cost
of expanding an alternative vocational program, where expansion refers to
enrollment in existing programs. '

Opportunity Costs. All costs that are incurred for any activity are
really opportunity costs; that is, investment of funds in one activity
precludes the use of those funds for an alternative activity. Hence,
the true cost of anv activity chosen is the highest valued foregone al-
ternative opportunity. For example, suppose that students spend fifteen
hours per week in school. In addition to any direct school costs they
may incur, the students incur indirect costs, such as loss of labor
market wages they might have earned during those fifteen hours per week.

lSee Elchanan Cohn, "Economies of Scale in Iowa High School f{pera-~
tions," Journal of Human Resources, Vol. III (Fall 1968), pp. 422-32;
Walter Hettich, "Equalization Grants, Minimum Standards, and Unit Cost

study of elementary and secondaryv schools in New York and Michigan); Donald
D. Osburn, "Economies of Size Asscciated with Public High Schools," Review
of Economics and Statistics, Vol. III, No. 1 (February 1970), pp. 113-15

(a study of Missouri public high schools); and John Riew, "Economies of
Scale in High School Operations,'" Review of Economics and Statistics (August
1966), pp. 280-87 (a study of Wisconsin public high schools),
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One finding of this study 1is that work experience and nonwork ex-
perience students spend about the same number of hours per week in school.
They therefore incur similar foregone earnings during this period,
assuming that they would be equally productive and paid the same wages
in the labor market. The working hours for work experience students
are '"'add-on'" hours, not substitute hocurs for regular vocational schooling.
Both groups average approximately fifteen hours per week for in-school
vocational education-related laboratory and class work.

Current an” Fixed Costs. Current (or variable) costs refer to
costs which flustuate as output changes. In vocational:education, for
example, costs =f class-related materials used in laboratories and
shops will risz as enrollment increases. Certain other costs, however,
are independent of enrollment; e.g., the cost of heating buildings,
maintenance costs, and currently in-place equipment cests do not vary
as enrollment changes. These costs are called fixed costs. Current
costs are referred to as short-run costs; fixed costs are considered
to be long-run costs. Teacher and coordinator costs are usually thought
of as current costs, but in fact such costs are both fixed and current.
They may or may not vary as enro.lment changes, and there are rigidi-
ties to adjusting staff sizes in the short run. (For example, although.
enrollment may fall during one year, staff would not be laid off, since
a rise in enrollment can be anticipated for the following year.)

Marginal costs can be calculated from a total current cost function
or a total current-plus—-fixed cost function. The present study focuses
on current costs to the exclusion of fixed costs for a number of reasons.
First, fixed costs are what economists call sunk' costs; that is, if
schools and equipment are in place, these costs will be incurred regard-
less of the kinds of programs that are offered. {Note that we assume here
that in the absence of work experience programs, regular vocational pro-
grams will be offered; thus, fixed costs will be incurred in any event.)
Second, marginal costs of expanding programs can be estimated without
fixed cost information, as noted above. Third, fixed cost information
is extremely costly and difficult to extract and is of questionable useful-
ness in this case since work experience and nonwork experience vocational
students use these inputs simultanecusly and jointly. Finally, fixed
costs are normally only a small portion of total yearly costs; teaching and
related costs represent the major cost item in education.

In a study of vocational education costs, Kaufman et al. found
capital costs of buildings to represent about 5.4 perecent of vocational-~
technical senior high school costs and 7.2 percent for comprehensive
senior high schools. Equipment costs were found to be even more
negligible. See J. J. Kaufman, T. W. Hu, E. W. Stromsdorfer, and .
M. L. Lee, A Cost-Effectiveness Study of Vocational Education (University
Park, Pa.: Institute for Research on Human Resources, 1969). Since their
study compared comprehensive schools to vocational schools, a slight bias
was introduced when capital costs were ignored. . In the present study
there is no reason to suspect capital costs to differ between work experi-
ence and nonwork experience programs, therefore added costs are not affected.
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Equation (1) is estimated using cross-sectional regression analysis;
the observations derive from reported school program data. Forty observa-
tions on total cost and ADA are included for work experience programs and
forty-four for nonwork experience programs.

Having estimated equation (1), marginal cost is regression coeffi-
cient b. That is, the first derivative of total cost with respect to
X(ADA) is equal to b (9TC/3X = b), or less precisely, ATC/AX = b. Table 3-1
below presents the total cost equation regression coefficients for work
experience and nonwork experience programs.

Marginal costs based on the data in Table 3-1 indicate that the
marginal cost of work experience is $469, whila for nonwork experience
marginal cost is $344. Marginal cost in this context is the change in
total cost associated with the addition ¢f one student to the program.
Thus, the added cost of work experience is $125 ($469-$344).3

TABLE 3-1
Total Cost Equation Regression Coefficients
in Dolilars, 1974-1975

|

Work Experience ‘ Nonwork Experience
Intercept -401.2949 . -26,178.2185
' (-0.0986) (-1.7808)
Enrollment (ADA) 469.1088%* 343.5148%%
' (10.2486) (9.6150)
e _ _ _ — . .
R .73 .68
Number of
Observations 40 44

**% -~ Indicates statistical significance at the one percent level.

R™ - Coefficient of determination, adjusted for degrees of freedom

- The values in parentheses below the regression coefficients are
student t statistics from which the statistical significance of

the coefficients can be deterumiined. A t value greater than
two indicates statistical significance. =

3Thc average cost of work expericnce per ADA is estimated to be $461,
while the average cost of nonwork experience is $251, which suggests an
added average cost of $210 for work experience programs.
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Work experience and nonwork experience students generally attend
the same classes at school. The added cost of work experience education,

" therefore, is most likely to be accounted for by coordinators' salaries,
fringe benefits, and related travel expenses. That these costs are '
significant is suggested by the fact that average coordinator salary costs
per work experience student are $66. It should be noted that this figure
is based on an understatement of coordinator salary costs, since many
schools did not report coordinator costs separately if teachers performed
coordination duties. Coordination travel costs per work experience
student amount to $11; these costs may also explain a portion of thée added
cost of work experience education. Student/teacher rativs are higher
for nonwork experience programs; this fact would also lead to higher
added average costs of work experience programs.

The data indicate that work experience students spend slightly more
time per week in school than nonwork experience students--15.1 hours
and 14.6 hours respectively. 1In addition, 61 percent of work experience
students' in-school hours are spent in the laboratory or shop, compared
to 54 perceat for nonwork experience students. These differences are not
significant, however, and probably reflect the type of programs sampled
within each of the two cohorts. It should be noted that thi~ sampling
variability can also influence to some degree the marginal and average
cost figures which were derived.

Another source of variability in total cost may be the quality of
education provided to students. Although measuring the quality of educa-
tion is difficult, certain proxies. may provide some indication of it.

For example, lower teacher/student ratios permit more individualized
‘attention for students but can be expected to raise total costs, other
factors the same. In addition, if teachers' salaries are related to

their productivity, then variability in salaries may reflect variability . . __
in quality across programs, other factors the same.

As noted earlier, both cohorts of students analyzed here normally
attend the same classes, buc it is of interest to determine whether or
not student/teacher ratios and average teachers' salaries are significantly
related to total cost in the pooled sample. Equation {2).below provides
a total cost equation in which X; represents enrollment; X, (average
teachers salary), and ¥3 (student/teacher ratio) are additional explan-
atory variables in the equation. Total cost is derived in the same way
as it was in equation (1).

o
N

(2) TC = ~19218.15 + 355.9488K,** + 4.3422X3 ~ 914.4005K y%*
{-0.6556) (18.6836) - (2.1735)  (~7.8786)
w2 o 82
F Ratio = 124.56
N = 83

Note: * ~ Indicates statistical significance at the 5 percent lcvel.
¥% - Indicates statistical significance at the 1 percent level..
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All three regression coefficients are statistically significant.
The coefficient of X, and X, have the expected signs. Not surprisingly,
higher average salaries result in higher total costs, other factors the
same. Higher student/teacher ratios result in lower total costs, as we
would expect.

Schools that responded to the cost questionnaire were asked to
allocate teaching resources between work experience and nonwork experi-
ence students. Average teachers' salaries were about the same for both
groups, but student/teacher ratios were 39:1 for the former and 59:1 for
the latter. Of the two cohorts of students, then, work experience stu-
dents (who may be, at least among the co-ops, thu better, more highly
motivated students) appear to receive more individualized attention than
nonwork experience students. This extra attention provides a possible
source for the added costs of work experience vocational education as.
noted above. Extra benefits may also accrue to work experience students
from this added cost factor. : '

' The marginal cost estimates in Table 3-1 were based on current
custs, including teachers' and coordinators' salaries, fringe benefits,
and coordination-related travel expenses. In Table 3-2, TCl includes
consumable supplies as well as the above costs; TC2 includes consumable
supplies and repair costs in addition to the above. The inclusion of
consumable supplies in total costs (TCl in Table 3-2) increases the
marginal costs of work experience programs from $469 (see Table 3-1)

to $484, while nonwork experience marginal costs rise from $344 (see
Table 3-1) to $366. - The added marginal cost of work experience falls
from $125 to $118. The inclusion of both consumable supplies and repair
costs results in a marginal added cost estimate for work experience of

are included on work experience and thirty on nonwork experience programs.
In all cases the marginal cost estimates in Table 3-2 are statistically
significant at the 1 percent level.

All of the marginal cost estimates in this chapter were made using
linear approximation methods. That is, marginal costs are constrained
to be constant as enrollments change. Prior to selecting this form of
total cost equation for estimation, nonlinear forms were investigataed
in which both enrollment and enrollment squared were included (e.g.,

TC = a +'b Xl + b7 Xlz)' The enrollment variable (X,) was not signifi-
cant for tﬁe work €xpérience, nonwork experience, and pooled equations
in this nonlinear equation, and the variance in total cost explained

did not rise significantly. The linear approximation method was there-
fore employed since it produced statistically significant results and

b, . .. : . . . .

A cubic form of nonlinear equation was als» estimated which vielded
inconclusive results, although in the pwvoled equation with more continuous
observations, nonlincarity was apparent. :
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TABLE 3-2
Total Current Cost Equatlion Regression Coefficients
(Tncluding Consumable Supplies and Repairs), in Dollars, 1974-75

Work Experience Nonwork Experience
TC1 TC2 TC1 TC2
Intercept ~539.0388 5354.9823 ~28515.4675 ~50962.7997
(-0.12066) (0.6449) (~1.7657) ~ (~1.8532)
Xl(HDA) 484.1811%% 571.9120%% 366.0377%% 417.682%*
(10.1095) (7.8777) (9.4335) (7.5251)
R? .72 .81 .68 .66
Number of
Jbservations .40 15 43 30
Note: - TCl includes teachers' and coordinators' salaries and fringeS,

plus coordination travel expenses and consumable supplies
- TC2 includes TCl plus repalr costs
~ %% indicates significance at one percent level.

reasonable estimates in keeping with a priori expectations. It should
be noted, however, that even though a linear approximation estimate

was used, the true underlying marginal cost may be nonlinear. If more
numerous and continuous observations were available, the nonlinearity
might become empirically apparent. Boh i e A

Average Cost [Lstimates

Average costs are defined as total c¢»ssts divided by enrollment (ADA).
When total costs include only teachers' and coordinaturs' salaries and
fringe benefits, _he average per student cost of work experience programs
is $450, while for nonwork experience programs the average per student
cost is $251. Adding coordination-~related travel expenses to work ex-—
perience programs raises the average cost per student to $461. The addi-
tion of consumable supplies to total costs of both programs increases the
average costs of work experience to $474, while nonwork experience average
costs rise to $268. Considering only salaries, fringes and coordina-
tion-related travel expenses, the average added cost per student of work
experience is $210 ($461-5251).

_ Table 3-3 presents work experience and nonwork experience average
and added costs per student by selected vocational areas. These cost
figures should be interpreted with extreme caution beécause the number

[
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TABLE 3-3
Average Dollar Costs Per Student by
Selected Vocational Areas, 1974-75

Added
. Work - Nonwork Cost of
Program Experience Experience Pooled | Work Experience
Business, Office
and Commercial (§) $608 $226 $249 $382
N = 5 10 15
Av. ADA = 46 366 240
Distributive ($) $397 $190 $357 $207
N = 11 2 13
Av. ADA = : 41 54 43
Health (%) $504 $236 $385 $268
N = ‘ 5 : 4 9
Av. ADA = . ~_30 30 30
Home Economics ($) $131 - - $ 97 ios102 |- $ 34
N = 2 6 8
Av. ADA = 120 229 202
Trade and Industry ($) $906 $260 $285 $646
N=. . 52 19 24
Av. ADA = 39 255 210

of observations in many cells is very small. The small number of ob-
servations at this level means that apparcnt cost differences in vo-
cational areas may reflect bizses in the sample and imperfect data as

“well »s differences in consumzble supplies, teacher and coordinator

resource uses, and scale economies. These biases tend to be less sig-
nificant at higher levels of aggregation but are unavoidable at this
level. GCiven this problem of bias, the most accurate cross—vocational
area comparison figures are probably the pooled data shown in Table 3-3.
The pooled data indicate that average costs are highest in Health and
lowest in Home Economics programs. One reason for high average costs
in the health curriculum may simply be the low average enrollments in
those courses.

Low enrollment in work experience courseh may also in part explain
why their average costs are high relative to nonwork experience programs.
That is, the added average cost of work experience programs are high
because of coordinators' salaries, fringe costs, and related travel ex-
penditures; but, in addition, these extra costs are expended inefficiently
because relatively few students are served. Economies of scale may exist.
(That is, as the program grows, cOSts per student may go down.)
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TABLE 3-4
Average Cost Regressions

** gignificant at 1 percent level.
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Work " Nonwork
Experience Experience Pooled
Intercept 927.1492%% 319.1514%%* 528.9023%%*
(4.9497) (7.4603) (8.6915)
_ADA -8.4704% ~-0.4341* ~1.1554%%*
(2.1933) (2.0758) (2.8313)
ADA2 0.0184% 0.000399* 0.000849%%
(2.0023) (2.3328)* (2.3272)
R .07 0.8 .07
F Ratio 2.44 2.74 4.20
‘Number of
Observat:ons 40 43 83
Note: #* gignificant at 5 percent level.



T investigate the possibility of scale economies, nonlinear average
cost functions were fitted to work experience data, nonwork experience
data, and pooled data. The form of the function is AC = a + b, X. +
b, X.%, where X is enrollment (ADA) and AC is salaries, fringes, travel,
and Supply costs divided by ADA. A U-shaped average cost function in
which average costs at first decline, reach a minimum, and then rise
as enrollment increases would be reflected in the above equation by b
being negative and b, being positive. In order to have confidence
in the results, both“coefficients should be significant. The estimated
equations appear in Table 3-4. The signs of the regression coefficients
confirm the presence of a nonlinear average cost curve in all three cases,
but enrollment and enrollment squared explain only a small portion of the
variance in average costs. Nevertheless, the results suggest that economies
of scale operate in these vocational programs.

On the basis of these data, and keeping in mind their limitationms,
it is possible to estimate the minimum average cost enrcllment levels for
work experience and nonwork experience programs that would ensure optional
functioning. These estimates are obtained by taking the first derivative
of the regression equations; setting the results equal to zero, and solving
fer the level of em:ollment:.5 For work experience programs, the minimum
cost level of enrollment is 230 students; for nonwork experience, it is
544 students. These optimum enrollment estimates compare with the actual
mean enrollments of 62 for work experience prcgrams and 289 for nonwork
experience programs.6

Summary

According to the cost analysis in this chapter, work experience
programs have an added marginal cost over nonwork experience of about
i -81.25.-...That-1s,. adding a.student..to._a.work experience program.costs.a.
school $125 morw: than if the student were tc enroll in a regular voca-
tional program. The added cost probably derives from the extra costs of
coordinators and coordination-related activities associated with work
experience programs.

When all of the vocational programs in the sample that were used in
‘this analysis are placed into two cohorts-—--work experience and nonwork
experience-—-economies of scale of operation become evident. Current
enrollments appear to be well below the estimated minimum averaue cost
levels of enrollment that could be attained. ok

5 . .
For the work experience equation the first derivative is DAC/JADA =

~8.4704 + (2)(.0184) (ADA). Setting this equal to zero and solving for
ADA gives an ADA of 230.

6

If average costs fall as program size increases, then marginal
costs should be below average costs. This fact is consistent with our
empirical estimates, where marginal costs were found to exceed average
costs at the average current levels of enrollment. However, it should
be noted that the empirical estimates o marginal costs provided above
are linear approximatioas of a possible noniinear relationship. There~

fore, for any particular program size, the linear marginal cost estimate
o may be too high or too low.
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CHAPTER 4

THE EFFECTS OF COOPERATIVE EDUCATION ON POST-~HIGH SCHOOL
EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCES

Introduction

The justification for cooperative education centers around its pur-
ported ability to enhance the future labor market positions of stu-
dents by placing them in school-supervised jobs that are related to-
their courses of study. (Work study programs were not expected to exhi-
bit such benefits in this study because their students are not usually
placed in course-related jobs.) The basis for and validity of such
claims are explored in this chapter, using data on former students, who
are classified as work-study, cooperative, or comparison (part-time or
no job).

The employment-related benefits of cooperative education can be
formulated in the context of job search theory. Three hypotheses emerge
from this formulation. They are:

1. Cooperative education will reinforce a student's assort-
_mant of marketable job skills and attitudes;

2. These additional skills will enable the student to find
a "better" job than he would have found otherwise; and

3. These additional skillc will enable the student to find
a comparable job in less time than it would ordinarily
have taken him.

In general, the results of this study support the contention that
a graduate's job qualifications are enhanced by cooperative work experi-
ence. Although co-op students do not get better (higher-paying) jobs,
they do acquire suitable jobs within a shorter period of time than do
students without cooperative work experience. On an individual basis,
students inciir ho appreciable costs while gaining this advantage.

1

The Job Search Framework

The job market can be viewed as a continual matching process:
each employer offers certain compensations to personnel who best fit
the requirements of the available positions, and members of the labor

- pool offer their abilities in exchange for some expected compensation.
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Barring constraints, the search process continues until the employer's
personnel requirements are exactly met when an individual worker is
found whose expectations are in turn met by that employer.

However, various cost factors limit the length of the search from
both perspectives. Employers encounter interviewing and applicant
screening costs as well as loss of profits as long as positions remain
unfilled. Job training costs must be met once an individual is actually
hired. If the employer finds that there is a mismatch between an appli-
cant and a job; none of these costs can be recovered, and further costs
must be incurred to locate a more appropriate person to f£ill the position.
Job applicants also incur expenses in seeking an appropriate position.
They, too, encounter interviewing and job screening costs; if they are
unemployed while searching, they lose income. They also face the addi-
tional costs of finding another job if the one selected proves to be
unsatisfactory. For both the employer and prospective employee, these
costs tend, to reduce the time spent in searching for applicants c: jobs.

These costs are illustrated in Figure 1. The amount of compensation
is represented on the horizontal axis, with the probability of being
hired on the vertical axis. The curve of hiring Eo depicts an -ndividual's

Probability
of Being
Hired

<.
»

Compensation

Figure 1. Probability of Being Hired at a Given
Level of Compensation ‘
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likelihood of being hired for a position at a given compensation leve
"E_ reflects the employer costs relative to the individual in question
The peak point indicates the ideal matching of job and applicant; in

such an instance, training costs are minimal since the persen's skill
and knowledge are commensuratce with those required, arnd the possibili
of having to incur further hiring costs is negated. Moving to compen
tion levels on either side of the peak will cause these costs to incr
thus, the probability of the individual being hired decreases. It is
assumed that the individual attenipts to maximize total compensation;

the applicant will favor the portion to the right of the peak.l The

actual compensation value that is finally accepted will depend on the
individual's trade-off preferences (related to search costs) between

current unemployment and higher future carnings.

If curve EO is tﬁat of a regular high school graduate, how would
E0 compare with the curve of a co-op high school graduate, labeled E

1.

ty
sa-
case;

thus,

?

Assuming that the only difference between the two students is that one

has had cooperative experience and the other has not, then E. would

lie to the right of E . The presumption is that cooperative education

increases one's 'emplgyability'. As the compensation for a given job
related to the ability necessary to handle it, the peak of E, will 1i

is
e

to the right of the peak of E . There is no reason to assume that the

basic shape of the curve would be substantially altered. At a given
probability level, then, the co-op student can earn a higher level of
compensation; for a given compensation ievel, the co-op student has a
greater chance of being hired for a position at that wage.

This probability can be easily translated to apply to unemploy-
ment--that is, for a given compensation level, a high probability of

___being hired implies a relatively short period of search/unemployment .

previous to the actual hiring; conversely, a low probability of being

hired suggests a relatively longer period of unemployment before a job

is secured. Thercefore, the possible effects. of cooperative education
are:

1. The co~op student can find a "better'" job within the
same time period as the regular high school student; or

2., The co-op student can now find a comparable job in less time

Assuming that the graduates' preferences for unemploymnent vs. future

earnings are not affected by their co-op/nonco-op statuns, the actual

effects of the co-~op experience should fall somewbere within the range

jlj2 relative to the nonco-op position jo' In other words, the co-op

1 . . . . . .
The following discussion will be based on this assumption; thus
only the decreasin; portion of the curves will be considerved.
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students should exhibit either comparable uncmployment and higher com—
pensation; comparable compensation and shorter periods of unemp loyment ;
or some combination of better jobs and lower unemployment.

The Sample and the Data

The information presented in this chapter is based on two data sets.
One explores the full-time employment experiences of a group of high
school graduates who have been out of school for between one and three
years. This group was asked questions about their first, longest and
current or most recent jobs. For peuts of the analysis, the data for
those former students whose longest jobs were different from their first
were examined separately; these will subsequently be referred to as
n4ifferent longest job." Similarly, data for those students whose current
job is different from their first and their longest were occasionally
analyzed separately; hereafter, these will be referred to as 'different
current job."

The sample students were divided into three groups. The co-op
group consisted of those students who held school-supervised jobs and
took employment-training courses; the work study group included students
who had school-supervised jobs but did not take employment-related
classes; and the comparison group encompassed all students who had non-
school-supervised part-time jobs, as well as those who had no jobs, re-
gardless of whether they took employment training classes or not. This
set of former student data will be used primarily to test the possible
outcomes of the model.

The other set of data explores the employment experiences of a

jobs are explored in any detail. This sample was also divided into three
groups. The work study and co-0p categories were defined in the same
way as for the former students; the final group, part—-time, included only

those students with nonschool-supervised jobs.

Confirmaticn of the Basic Assumption

The data on current students contain several indicators of possible
enhancement of positive employment qualities, the first of which is the
degree of skill required by the job. 1f the co-op students have more
skilled jobs, they will presumably leave those jobs with higher quality
experience to offer potential’employers; as a result, those employers
will need to spend less in training the former co-op employees and might
be more likely to hire them. 7The data support thig assumption. TFor
borh females and males, the co-op and work study students held more
skilled jobse than did the part-timers (p = .05).2 Results are shown
in Table 4-1.

“For this entire section, the 5 percent level is used as the signi-
ficance criterion.
-
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Females

Part-time Work Study Co~op

Job does not require 103 13 49
special skill (15.0%) (10.4%) (8.6%)

Job requires special 440 112 . 523
skill (81.0%) (89.6%) (91.4%)

TOTAL 543 125 572

TABLE 4-2

High Scheol Study as Preparation for'Current Stud

by Sex and Work Status

Females

80

Part-time Work Study Co-op
Studies net related to 271 30 72
job (48,1%) (38.5%) (12.3%)
Studies related to job 292 80 514
(51.92) (61.5%) (87.7%)
Prepara:ion for job was 10 s 30 ] 0133
- fair/poor - (37.7%) (45.0%) (25.9%)
Preparation for job was 182 44 381
good/very good (62.3%) (55.0%) (74.1%)
TOTAL 563 130 586




It is said that the more time spent on the job, the more adept
workers will be at performing their required duties, and that they will
generally have greater ability to deal with work environment situations.
Again, the data tend to support this ceitention. For males and females
the classifications for hours per week and number of weeks worked are
significant. A large part of the difference sccurred in the categories
under fifteen weeks in which more of the workers were part-timers. The
bulk of the disproportionality in hours per week occurred in the groups
working less than ten hours per week, in which the co-ops were less
well~represented. '

Note, however, that the bznefits accrued only in the areas of em-—
ployment and employability. Needless to say, the decision to work imore -
hvours per week means spending less time in other activities. Possible’
individual costs resulting frem such a trade-off will be discussed else-
where.

How much work done by the student is also performed by regular
full-time employees? LIf the co-op students do more of the ''regular'
work for an employer, any skills and knowledge they acquire may be mecre
valuable in other full-time positions. The data do not reveal that
any benefits accrued to co-ops in this area. For both males and females,
no significant difference existed across the three classifications of’
"regular' work donz by the student empluyees.

Another of the purported advantages of cooperative education is
that it gives students an opportunity for on-the-jcb application of
classroom-learned principles. By showing potential emplouyers that
they can successfully make the transition from school tc work, students
reduce the employer's risk of hiring an unsuitable employee and increase
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their chances of obtaining jobs. Thus, some measure of the effects
of classwork on the employment situation is in order.

The data show that co-ops transfer their skills better than other
groups. As expected, significantly more of the co-op students, both
male and female, had jobs which were related to their classroom studies.
Further examination of those with related jobs reveals that a greater
percentage of both male and female co-ops reported that their classroom
studies were either good or verv good preparation for their high school
einployment, Tley also indicated a greater applicability of school-
acquired knowledge to job situations. A greater proportion of male
and female co-op students reported that they used their ciassroom
principles on their jobs most of the time, while those who indicated
use of the same skills half the time or less were part-~timers (sce
Tables 4-2 and 4-3). Clearly, thlen, more on-the-job transfer of in-
school learning occurred in the case of the co-op students.
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TABLE 43

Use of School~Acquired Skills on Current Students' Jobs
by Sex and Work Status

Females fales

Part-tine Nork Study Co=op Part~time Kotk Study Co~op

Sone of the time 209 42 67 194 8 X
(37.47) (32.3%) (11.5%) (42.07) (36,3%) (22.37)

Some of the time 136 29 | 116 136 50 83
(24.37) (22.3%) (19.87) (29.49) (35.00) (29,47)

Half the time 86 16 97 50 16 47
(11.87) (12.3%) (16,6%) (10.8%) (1.2 (16,7%)

Most o the tine 81 2 162 " 17 4
(14.52) (19.2%) (21.77) (9.37) (11.9%) (17.4%)

All the time 67 18 143 39 1 40
(12.27) (13.80) (24,47) (8.47) (1.7 (14.27)

0L 59 130 585 162 W W
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The final aspect of the employability enhancement function to be
considered involvzs additional skills gained through work experience.
Obviously, any new talents ‘acquired that could be offered to employers
increase one's employability. Both male and female co-op students
demonstrated a significantly greater acquisition of new skills omn their
high school jobs (see Table 4-4).

Did this apparent skill enhancement carry over after graduation--
that is, did the co-op students find their additional experience to be
valuable in post-high school jobs? To answer this, two somewhat crude
measures were tested: the former students' self-evaluation of their
preparation for jobs and the relatedness of their training to their jobs.
For both males and females, a significantly higher proportion of co-op
students had some type of job training, and of those who did, a signifi-
cantly higher proportion of the co-op group reported that their training
was good. For those with different longest jobs, a significantlv larger
share of the co-op group reported having had some training; however,
the quality of the training was comparable across the three classifica-
tions. For males with different current jobs, relatively more co-ops
had had some preparation; in addition, relatively more co-ops assessed
their preparation positively. For females, on the other hand, there
was no significant difference among the categories for ''preparation/
ne preparation’” and "extent of preparation' evaluations. From this
evidence, it seems reasonable to assume that students with cooperative
experience had at least a short-term advantage over other .students. o

The measure of relatedness revealed a pattern simnilar to that
described for the degree of preparation; only two e€xceptions occur.

For males with different longest jobs, significantly more co-ops felt

that their training was highly related to their jobs. Significantly

more of the co-op females with different current jobs also reported
having had some training for occupational areas. Overall, then, these
results tend to support the hypc thesis that the co-op student has more

to offer potential employers tuan do the wecrk-study or comparison students
{see Tables 4-5 and 4-6).

The evidence strongly suggests that cooperative education does
enhance a graduate's employability. Only one category, that of the
comparability of the student and full-time employee's work, showed
no benefit to the co-op group. In all other aspects tested, the coopera-
tive group reported a significantly greater number of positive condi-

. tions which contribute to their employability.

Co—ops and '"'Better'" Jobs

Having confirmed the primary assumption, it is n:w possible to
_ test the predicted range of outcomes of the model. First, the possi-~
bility that co-ops can wucquire better jobs will be considered.
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TABLE 4-4

Learning of New Skills by Current Students on Present Job
by Sex and Work Status

Femalas Nales

Part~time tiork Stndy Co-0p - Part-time Work Study 1 Co-0p

Nothing B B 16 i § 7
(11.47) (5.2%) (2.72) (10.3%) (5.6 (2.5

Very Few Things % ; 37 % 13 7
(10.0%) (6.20) (6.3%) (9.07) (9.12) (2.5%)

Few Things 133 3 135 105 21 5
13,7%) (23.1%) (23.12) (22.5%) (14.73) (20.9%)

~ Many Thirgs 165 43 215 133 48 102
(29.47) (33.17) (36.82) (28.5%) (33.6%) (36.2%)

Very Many Things 144 i 182 138 53 107
| (25.67) (31.52) (31.1%) (29.67) (37.17) (37.92)

07 561 130 585 446 143 8
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TABLE 4-5

Former Students' Ratings of Job Preparation
by Sex and Work Status

Females Yales
Comparison tiork Study Co-op Comparisen Work Study Co=0p
First Job _
Hac no high school job 67 3 39 90 52 168
training (18.22) (23.07) (1.5%) (30,3%) 36,9%) (2.2
Had high school job 302 1 479 207 95 581
training (81.8%) (77.0%) (92.5%) (69.7%) (65.1%) (17.82)
Job preparation vas 148 b9 Mo 157 66 3
fair/poor (48.3%) (63.67) (39.9%) (75.8%) (69.5%) (63.73)
Job preparation was 156 28 288 50 - Al
good/exceileat (5L.7%) (36.47) (60,1%) (26,2%) (30.5%) (36.3%)
T0TAL 369 100 518 29 149 47
Different Longest Job (Cnly)
Had no high school job 9 b 6 U 1 b
training (15.5%) (31.6%) (9.07) (30.0%) (43.87) (12.2)
Had high school job 49 13 61 49 9 43
training (86.57) (68.47) (91.0%) (70.0%) (56.2%) (87.82)
Job preparation vas 25 9 28 41 7 26
falt/poor (51.0%) (69.20) (45.9%) (83.72) (77.8%) (60,5%)
Job preparation vas 2 4 3 8 2 7
good/excel lent - {49.0%) (30.87) L(54.17) (16.37) (22.2%) (39.5%)
TOTAL 58 1 b7 10 16 49
Different Current Job (Only)
Had no high .chool job 7 § 1 2o 13 4
training (10.9%) (28.6%) (12.7%) (40.3%) (31.1%) f4.5%)
Had high school job ) 20 9% Lt 2 3
training (89.11) (71,47 (87.31)« (59.7%) (62.9%) (93.4%)
Job preparation was % 13 W8 n 7 3
fair/pavy (42.1%) - (65.0) (50.0%) (1.5%). (1.3%)+ 5r.em 89
Job prepara:ior was ) 3 1 48 9 5 %
good/excellent (57.97) (35.0%) {50.07) (21.5%) (22.72) (42,12)
TOTAL 6 2 110 67 35 61
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Former Studencs' Ratings of Joo Kelatedness to Occupational Azea Studied

TAILY 4~6

by Sex end Work Status

i

Tenales tales
: —
Comparison Nork Study | Coop Cemparison Rork : v Cos0p
Tirst Job
D34 not study occupational 47 25 19 63 i 1
ared (12.77) (25.07) (3.7 (22.97) (35.4%) (.37
tucied ocevpational 322 3 469 229 05 290
ared (87.37) (73.07) (96,37) (1717 (64.4%) (95.77)
Job not related to 17 53 2 178 5! 163
ored studied (53.67) .7 | () (717.72) (76.8%) (56.22)
J0y zelated to 149 2 s 1 2 2
area stutled (45.02) (29.37) (55.71) (22.3%) (23.22) (63.87)
T0TAL 369 100 518 297 147 303
Diflerent lonaese Job (Only)
D44 nox study occuparional 5 7 1 17 7 1
arc (8.67) 1 (36.57) (1.5%) (26,3%) (43,82) (2.09)
Studied octupational 53 | ¥ 6 53 g 48
ared (91.42) b (63.2n) (98, 5%) (75.77) (56.2%) (95.0%)
©Joh not related to 3 1 10 3 n 9 '23
ared souuicd (60.4%) (83.3%) (48, 5%) (83.0%) (100.0%) (58.3)
Jab relatet o N y 1 9 0 20
area studied (39.67) (16.72) (51.5%) (17.07) (0.0%) (61.7%)
1074}, 58 19 67 70 16 i
differear Current Job (Only) g
Jid not study occupational g 8 ] 20 1 !
ara (12,5%) (28.67) (2.77) (29.9%) (40.0%) (1.6%)
tutied occunational 5% 20 107 47 A 60
areg (87.5%) (TL.4%) (97.5%) (70.1%) (60.0%) (98.4%)
Job not related to ‘ 2% 14 56 18 U n
ares studied (46.47) (70.0%) (52.3%) (80.9%) (31.07) (68.37)
Job relaced to n , b 51 q 4 1§
aves studied (53.67) (30.00) (47.72) (19.1%) (19.0%) (31.7%)
T0TAL b4 28 110 67 35 61
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Before the ovidence is examined, however, an attempt will be made
to characterize what is mieant by a '"good job." Since movney is one of
the primary wotivations for working, a rclatively higher salary or wage
rate would certainly be considerced one standard of job quality. The
relative importunce of otherr facto.s is highly variant and subject to
individual preferen<e. Such subjective qualities as the challenge and
variety of the work, azgrec of responsibility, the work environment,
etc., are factors which individuals consider when choosing a jeh. Some
people may be happier with routines as opposed to continially changing
assignments. Others may not want to cope with the added problems and
pressures that are usually associated with greater degrces of responsi-
bility and higher wages. Thus, not all of the attributes which are
usually accepted a p.iori as indicative cof bettexr jobs can be universally
applied.

As an initial test, ¢he starting and leaving or most current wages
for the former studcents' first, longest, and current jobs were examined.
For each wage variablc, the observations were grouped -n $.50/hour divi-
sions ranged and controlled for the co-op, work study, and comparison
groups, and for sex. The resuiting chi-square analysis of each classifica-

. tion yielded no overwhelming indication that higher wages were assaciated

with any particular group. This classification did show overall signifi-
cance for the starting wage of the males' first jobs. However, closer
examination did not reveal any great advantage to the co-cop student. For
those few respondents who started at a wage of $4.50 or more per hour,

a larger than average share were nonco-ops. However, thir fringe in-
cluded only about 2 percent of the entire di- tribution--this finding,
therefore, can as casily be attributed to randomness as to the effects

of cooperative education.

In the wage brackets in which the majority of the students were
found (81.50-$4.00/hour), no general pattern emerged. Neither co-ops

nor nonco-ops were disproportiomnately represented in higher or lower
wage groups.

Similarly, the starting wages for both the males' longest and cur-
rent jobs were mixed; the differences ":~tween co~ops and nonco-ops were
significant, but again, quite ambiguous.

Isolating the males who changed jobs since leaving high school
did not c¢liminate the ambiguity. For those males with different longest
jobs, differences among starting wages of the three groups were not

“significant:-—For mate—students-with different—current-positions; such-—w--

a classification was significant. However, areas of difference were
egain mixed; slight shifts occurred on all levels, but no general trend
toward higher salaries for co-ops emerged.
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Even less cncouraging results appeared when examining the same data
for the females of the sample. There was a significant diffevence among
the starting salaries of the females' first jobs, but the 2 to 4 percent
fringe of relatively high wages'did not favor the co—-op student. Results
in the more prevalent wage groups were mixed and showed only slightly
more censistency in the co-op students earning higher wages.

After the first job, significant diffecrences in the females' starting
wages were not present. Tor both the longest and current jobs, starting
wages of the females in cooperative education programs were neither higher
nor lower than those of their nonco-op counterparts. Those with different
longest and current jobs were examined separately. When females' longest
jobs were different from their first, and similarly, when their currcnt
employment differed from both their first and their longest, no signifi-
cant differences were found amonr che starting wages of the co-op and
nonco-op females.

As an alternative measure of the wage effectiveness of cooperative
education, the leaving or current salaries for the first, longest and
current jobe were examined in the same manner as were the starting
wages. The overall results were inconclusive. Among males, the final/
current wage rates for the first, longest, and current positions did
not differ significantly among the comparison, work study, and co-op
groups. The examination of the previously defined '"job change'" groups
showed that no substantial wage advantage accrued to any one group.

Among those males whose longest job was not their first, a significant
difference emerged. However, this difference can be attributed to a very
small work study group; relative to the number of brackets, sucth a small
group is highly susceptible to the effects of random disturbances as opposed
to actual relational differcnces. When the classification was re-evaluated
without this work study group, no significant differences appeared. Among
thecse males with different current employment, the distribution of more
recent wages of the co-op, work study. and comparison groups weile not
significantly different from one another.

The differences ar he current and final wages of the First jobs
of the co~op and nonco-op females were significantly different. Close
examination of such differences revealed a trend for co-op females to
eavn relatively higher final wages. Although this pattern did not hold
for the final wage of the lu:iigest job, .it did apply to the distribution
of all current salaries. In the latter case, however, this trend can be
attributed to the "carry-over" effects of those females whose current
job was the same as their first. When wages of "job change' groups were
examined, no 51gn1f1cant differences were uncovered on either count.

Thus, on the basis of an examination, both starting and leaving
wages of the first, longest, and current jobs of males and females, no
evidence can be found to substantiate the claim that cooperative education
programs will result in higher wages for their participants; at best, a
slight, short—term benefit may accrue to some.
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As an alternate test of the same proposition, single cquation
regressions were computed. These are contained in Appendix B.

Job Sarisfaction

Controlling for zex, the former students' overall job satisfaction
(rated or a scale of 1 - 4) was cross-tabulated against the co-op/work
study/comparison classification for their first, longest, and current
employment. Approximately three-fourths of the male students in each
category expressed satisfaction wich their jobs; the slight differences
shown in Table 4-7 ore not significant. In a parnllel evaluation,
slightly diffcrent results were ottained for fem:’: 5. As with males,
no significant variation in satisfaction with first jobs emerged. Fur-
ther testing revealr d no significant differences in satisfaction with
jobs among those whose longest jobs were different from their first,
though the trend was the same as that for first jobs--most of the
students were satisfied. However, among females with different current
jobs, work stud - students were significantly less satisfied with their
employment. Such a differential could explain the satisfactional vari-
ance among all currcnt jobs. In the work study group, only u7 percent
of the studints expresscd satisfaction; in the co-op and comparison
categories, 89 to 90 percent were generally happy with their jobs.

Thus, coopecrative students do not seem to enjoy any unambigous
benefits that affect job satisfaction. Chi-square analysis (a statisti-
cal mechod for comparing characteristics across groups) yielded neither
repcated significance nor insignificance.

Skill Levels

The skill level required to perform a job can be considered a crude
proxy for the challenge and responsibility inherent in the position,
Among both males and females, proporticnately more cooperative students
held initial positions which required some special skill. In examining
skill lecvels required of male and female graduates whose longest or
current jobs were different from their first, however, no significant
differcnces were found (see Table 4~8). Thus, the enhanced job skill
level derived from cocperative educaticn is short-term in nature: beyond
the first job, no additional advantage accrues to the former co-op-
student.

Job Stability

To approximate the degrec of job stability that- was-gained as a--
result of cooperative education, one can simply look at the number of
students who chunged jobs relative to the entire group. The former
work experience student appears to have somewhat more job stability.
Whereas 58.5 percent of the male co-op group were still at theiv first
job, 55.4 percent of the work study and 48.3 percent of the comparison
group remained at heirs, Similarly, 27 percent of all male co-op
students said that their longest job was different from their [irst,
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TABLE &7

Fomer Students' Ratings of Job Satisfaction
by Sex and Wor Starus

Females Nales
Comparison Nork Study Co~o0p Comparison York Stucy Co~0p
Flrse Job
Yot satisfied g2 2 100 18 38 66
with i0h (23.07) (26.37) (20,0%) 21,10 (27.1%) (22.2%)
Satisfied with 275 70 402 210 102 21
job (77.0%) (13.7%) (80.0%) . (72.9%) (72.9%) (77.8%)
TOTAL 357 95 502 288 160 29;
Longes: Jeb
Yot sarisiied 1 1 76 68 kK] bl
wih o (19.1%) (12.67) (15.22) (23.6%) (23,6%) {20,9%)
Satisiied vith 283 7l 425 .00 107 231
joh (80.97) (17.4%) (84.87) (76.47) (76.47) ¢ U1.L%)
TOTAL 355 93 501 288 140 292
Diffarent Lonzest Jod (Oaly;
Yot sazisfied 5 3 1 14 ! 13
vith lob (10,77) (18,77 (11.0%) (20.0%) () {29.5%)
Satisfied with 50 13 57 56 13 3l
job (89.37) (81.5%) {69.0%) (80.0%) (92.8%) (70.57)
TOTAL 56 16 64 70 14 &4
Curreas Job |
Sov saristied 61 2 63 A0 30 5T
vith ‘o (17.00) (26.34) (121.6%) {19.9%) (21.1%) (19,67)
Satisiied with 293 I 437 227 12 235
job (83.07) (73,70 (87.4%) (80.1%) (78.97) (80.4%)
T0TAL 359 3] 500 %87 142 292
Difforent Current Job (Calv)
Yot sazisied 7 9 1 12 6 13
vith i | (10,90 (33.4%) (10,3%) (18,77) (17,74 (17.3%)
Savisiied wich s B % 3 2 |45
30 (89.17) L (66.6%) (89.7%) (81.37%) (62,3%) (82.3%)
10tal b4 q R B4 3% 53
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TABLE 4-8

Job Skills of Former Students
by Sex end Worx Status

Fenales Nales
Comparison Work Study Co-0p Comparisen Work Study Co=0p
First Job
Does not require specialized 4! 9 14 69 29 38
skills (5.87) (90.4%) (2.7%) (25,8%) (20.6%) (13,47)
Does recuire specialized 342 87 497 209 112 246
- skills (94.2%) (90.6%) (97.3%) (74.2%) (79.47) (86.6%)
TOTAL 363 9 511 278 | 141 284
Lonzest Job
Does not require specialized 2 9 14 4 29 3
skills (5.8%) (9.5%) (2.7%) (23.0%) (21.0%) (18.8%)
Does require specialized 343 86 497 24 109 147
skills - (94.2%) (90.5%) (97.5%) - (77.0%) (79.0%) (81.22)
TOTAL 364 95 511 278 138 181
Different Longest Job {Only)
Does not require specialized 3 2 5 16 2 1
skills (5.47) (11.8%) (7.67) (23.9%) (14,34) (15.27)
Does require specialized 53 15 61 )} 12 39
skills (94.67) (88.2%) (92.47) (76.1%) (85.7%) (84.,8%)
T0TAL 56 17 Y fi 14 i
Curreat Jod )
Does not require specialized cn o 10 17 52 2% 33
skills (4.3) (10.6%) (3.42) 118.6%) (19.3%) (11.8%) .
Does recuire speclalized 330 8 491 20 109 247
skills (93.7%) (80.47) . | (96.6%) (81.47) (80.7%) {68.2%)
T0T:L 352 9% 508 279 135 280
Different Curzent Job (Only) |
Does ot require specialized 1 ] b § b | §
skills (3.2 (11.5%) I (5.6) (12.3%) (20.0%) (14.07)
Does reculte specialized 59 23 101 57 2% 49
skills (95.7%) (88.5%) (94.4%) (87.7%) (80.0%) (86,0%)
T0Tal 61 26 107 65 30 51
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as compared to 25.9 percent of work study graduates and 41.3 percent

of comparison graduates. A statistically equivalent proportion (44-

54 percent) of females in all three classifications were still working

at their first jobs; however, 67.9 percent of all co-op females reported
their longest jobs to be their first, while approximately 48 percent

of the work-study and comparison groups reported similar status (Table
4-9). Thus, all co-op students and male work study students tendéed to
have greater short~run job stability than their comparison group counter-
parts.

To summarize the evidence thus far, there is no conclusive proof
that high school graduates obtain better jobs (as evidenced by employment
benefits) as a result of participation in cooperative education programs.
At best, they may receive slightly higher wages or more job stability
in the short run than nonco-op graduates.

Co—ops and Unemployment

Is the co-op student more "employable’ than the nonco-op graduate?
As a first check, the amount of unemployment former students had ex-
. perienced since graduation was examined. A significantly higher pro-
portion of both female and male co-op students had never been unem-
ployed (Table 4-10). Among students who had been unemployed for any
length of time, the greatest discrepancy appears in the one-to-four-
month category-—a higher proportion of the comparison group had been
unemployed for that length of time. Among students who were unemployed
for more than four monrhs, unemployment was comparable across the
three groups.

When the current work status of the students was examined, no
significant difference existed in the relative proportions of males
who were unemployed for each classification. Among females, there was
no difference between the unemployment levels of the co-op and compari-
son groups, but work study females had a higher level of unemnloyment.

Co-ops appeared to be mcre fully employed overall, but current
unemployment rates did not differ significantly. It is possible that
most of the unemployment occurred immediately following graduation.

When one considers that approximately 60 percent of the co-op students
remained with their high school employers after graduation and that about
40 percent of all co-op students were still with those same employers

at the time they completed the questionnaires, whereas virtually none of
the comparison group rerained with their high school employers, such

an explanation secms plausible (Table 4-11).

There is, however, another reasonable explanation for the difference
in unemployment-~the implicit assumption is that co-op and nonco-op
students have similar access to job information. This assumption may
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TABLE -9

Job Continuity ef Former Students

by Sex and Work Status

Pt i et P i Ao

‘Females Males

Comparison Work Study Co-o0p Comparison Work Study Co-0p

longest Job different 220 58 213 150 46 9%
from first job (41.42) (41.8%) (32.1%) (41,3%) 125,9%) {21.0%)

longest job same 3l 81 45 221 K| 253
as first job {48.6%) (46.2%) (67.97) (48.74) (74.1%) (73.0%)

TOTAL 531 139 664 387 1 W

Current job different 225 87 256 157 85 105
from first and longest Job | (42,47) (48,2%) (38,67) (40,6%) (36,7%) (30.3%)

Current job same as 261 61 156 187 98 203
first job (49.1%) (43.9%) (53.6%) (68.3%) (55.4%) (58.5%)

Current job same ag 45 1 32 43 14 19
longest job (8.5%) (7.9%) (7.82) (11.1%) (7.9%) (11.22)

T07AL 531 664 387 17 347
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TABLE 4-10

Unemplovment of Former Students

by Sex and Work Status

' Females Males
Comparison Work Study Co-0p Comparison Work Study Co-0p
Bave never been unemployed 382 106 522 288 139 280
gince graduation (711.9%) (76.37) - (78,6%) (74.42) (78.5%) (80.7%)
Have been unemployed at 149 33 142 99 38 67
some time since gradustion | (28.17) (23.7%) (21.4%) {25.67) (21.5%) (19.3%)
TOTAL 51 139 664 3 1 W7
Currently Unemployed 407526 20/138 39/661 - 21/380 8/176 15/346
{1.67) (14,52) (5.9%) (5.5%) {3.48) (4, 3%)
(ﬁ:‘
TABLE 4-11
Former Students' Continuance wiﬁh High School Employers
by Sex and Work Status
Females Males
Comparison Work Study Co-0p Comparison Work Study | Co-0p
‘Stayed with high school 2/163 12/139 384/661 0/126 100/176 208/346 .,
employer #iter graduation Lo 51,84 58.1% 0,04 36.8% 60.12
10 106/264
Currently with high school 0/162 22/84 181/448 0/126 45/1
enployer 0.0% 26,27 40,43 0.0 40,94 40,22
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not be correct. The probability curves in Figure 1 at the beginning of
this chapter indicate the probability of an applicant's being hired for
a job once the interview is obtained. It is reasonable to assume that
the cooperatlve programs serve a job placement function and thus increase
the co-ops' access to information on suitable, available jobs.

Unfortunately, the data set provides no information that would
enable a test for thie distinction. The results of such a test, however,
would have critical policy implications. If, indeed, the placement func-
tion is the most effective aspect of the cooperative program, perhaps the
same results could be obtained for all students by a simple placement
service.

Although co-op students did not appear to obtain higher wages, they
did seem to encounter less unemployment than nonco-op students. This
benefit appeared to be primarily short—term in natere, and .cannot defin-
itely be attributed to either the co-ops' additional skills or their in-
creased access to job information as a result of *he p-ograms' placement
function.

Individual Costs of the Co-op Advantage

The last question to be considered is the possibility of short-term
costs associated with the gains just described. Do co-op students sacri-
fice anything in order to gain future advantages in the labor market?

If so, these costs must be weighed when assessing the benefits of coopera-
tive education,

It is possible that the co-op student sacrifices current wages in
order to gain the ability to earn higher future wages. The evidence
concerning this hypothesis is mixed. Chi-square analyses revealed no
significant differences for male students in either starting cr current
salaries nf current students among the part-time, work study, and co-op
classificatiouns. For females, the analysis does indicate some disparities,

‘but these are due primarily to the fact that the comparison studenis are

disproportionately represented among those who earned wages under $1/hour
and those who did volunteer work.

Total earnings of all students were examined. Since these earnings
were affected by both the wage rate and tenure in the labor market, no
concrete evidence could be obtained. However, when considered in con-
Junction with the data on hours per week, weeks worked, and wage rates,
some general indication of confirmation or contradiction of the assumption
that total earnings of co-ops would be greater was obtained.

Because the co-op students worked longer and, with some minor ex-
ceptions, because wage rates were comparable ‘across the three categories,
one would expect that total earnings are greater among the co-ops. This
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proved to be the case for both males and females. A disproportionate
number of part-time workers were represented in the lower total earnings
categories ($500 or less). Among females only, the higher total earnings
brackets (over ($1,300) included a greater proportion of co-ops.

Another possible trade-off between costs and benefits might be seen
in comparisons of the wages of student. workers and full-time employees.
If more of the co-ops earned less than full-time employees and/or more
of the comparison group earned higher wages, it would seem that the co-ops
have made a trade-off for their additional experience. While a majority
of both males and females who were able to make such a comparison re-
ported that their wages were lower than those of regular employees, the
proportions of co-op, work study, and part-time students that fall into
this category were approximately the same for each group.

It seems reasonable to say, then, that the majority of co-op stu~
dents earned wages comparable to those of work-study and part-time
employees. One can conclude, therefore, that no appreciable costs are
borne by co-ops in wages lost.

As a counterchechk =: the wage results, regressions were computed.
These results can be frund in Appendix B.

Job Satisfaction

One other area of possible costs is that of job satisfaction. If
the co-ops were less pleased with their jobs, then they probably made
some sacrifice in order to acquire additional experience. The results
of analyses of reported job satisfaction indicate that job satisfaction
does not differ significantly among the three groups of males. Among
females, however, co-op students tend to be slightly more satisfied with
their jobs than the comparison group. '

This is not to say that no trade-offs are made, or that the trade-
offs made by each group are the same. Job satisfaction is a multi-dimen-
sional concept which may differ for each group, with the various plus
and minus effects cancelling out in the aggregate indication. Differ-~
ences in job expectations may also conceal possible employment-related
costs to co-ops or nonco-ops. The co-ops may place a different value
on the various components that overall satisfaction comprises; thus,
comparable measures may occur in the face of different job conditionms.

It can be said, however, that co-ops incur no employment-related
costs while acquiring’ the skills and experiences which help them to
secure jobs after graduation. As mentioned earlier, the co~op student
exchanges ‘other activities for work, and thus may incur costs irn non-
employment areas. The examination of nonemployment coSts that is pre~
sented in Chapter 7, however, indicates that co-ops are not limited in
this area.
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Summa

Various effects that participation in cooperative education programs
may have on post-graduation employment experiences have been explored. -

Within the context of an economic job search framework, three hypotheses
were formulated: : :

1. Cooperative education enhances marketable job skills.
2. Co-op students can acquire better jobs.

3. Co-op students can find jobs within a shorter period of time
than nonco-ops. .

Most of the evidence strongly supports the claim that co-ops have
more marketable skills. It appears, too, that they are somewhat more
likely to find suitable jobs in less time than other graduates, but
. they do not obtain better jobs than other students, at least in terms
of wages. (They probably do, however, receive more on-the-job training.)
Co-ops also experience somewhat lower levels of unemployment than nonco-
ops, but this unemployment difference might be attributed t~ the place-
ment function of cooperative education rather than to any added skills
it may provide. Finally, the co-op students do not seem to suffer any
employment~related costs while gaining additional experience. The
following chapter identifies the monetary returns to_work experiencean
vocational education.
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CHAPTER 5

MONETARY RETURNS TO WORK EXPERIENCE
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

Introduction

Monetary costs and benefits, especially net marginal costs and net
marginal benefits, are important aspects of comparisons made to deter-—
mine the relative cost effectiveness of work experience vocational
education vs. regular vocational education. Marginal costs (or bene-
fits) are the addition to the total costs (or benefits) associated with
adding one student to a program. The term 'met'" ir used to refer to the
difference in marginal costs and benefits between work experience and
regular vocational education. The underlying assumption is that if work
experience programs were not expanded (or available), then alternative
programs would be--in this case the alternative is regular vocational
education. Costs and benefits attributable to work experience should
therefore not include those which would also occur under alternative
programs, but only those which occur specificully as a result of woilk
experience programs and which could not be attributed to alternatives.¥®

The question for many vocational school administrators is: should
additional students be encouraged to enter work experience vocational
programs as an alternative to regular vocational programs? What extra
costs and benefits, if any, are associated with incremental expansion of
work experience programs? Estimates of net marginal costs and benefits
can assist in the decision-making process.

The monetary returns to an investment in work experience are esti-
mated by using information on net marginal costs and benefits. The
costs are measurable school costs and the benefits are measurable
benefits that accrue to students (or, in later chapters, those that can
be inferred to accrue from proxy indexes). This investment approach can
be useful when applied to educational programs, but a number of reserva-
tions are noted below, and caution is advised in interpreting the em-
pirical results,

Chapters 3 and 5 in Part III analyze the monetary costs and bene-
fits associated with work experience programs. In these chapters, cost
and benefit data rn work study and cooperative programs have, of necessity,
been combined, although most of the nonmonetary benefit which were found
to be associated with work experience programs (see Chapters 4, 6, 7, and

8) apply wmost strongly to cooperative programs and less so to work study
programs.
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Assumptions and Reservations

Certain assumptions underlie all of the methods used in this
chapter for estimating the desirability of expanding work experience
programs in vocational education which give rise to reservations about
the use of these approaches. First, in order to discount future bene~
fits, a somewhat arbitrary market rate of interest must be selected,

a choice which unavqiaably influences the result. Annther assumption
is that the rate of intcrest selected is constant in all time periods
considered. An additional assumption, noted earlier, is that if in~
vestment was not made in work experience programs, it would be made

in regular vocational programs. This is perhaps a reasonable assump-
tion, but it may not truly reflect the competition for educational
resource dollars. Mocrcover, it is assumed (perhaps heroically) that
students who ernter the two alternative vocational education options
are the same in terms of prior schooling, skills development, and
ability--that they have the samc cndowments prior to selecting either
work experierce or nonwo: : experience vocational training. Differences
in labor market outcomes (benefits) observed in favor of work experience
graduates arc therefore assumed to be related to skills learned in
such programs.

Pecuniarvy measures do not fully capture the poscible returns to
any educational program. In fact, in important respects, education
might be considered as consumption rather than investment, in which
case satisfaction is an important variable in assessing its value.
Furthermore, between programs, certain differences in socialization
benefits (or rcosts), such as dropout prevention, are not adequately
identified. FEven in the context of monetary returns, the measures
used are imperfect. Many private and social monetary costs and bene-
fits are not identified and measured in the above approaches. TFor
example, costs and benefits that accrue to employers aud the multiplier
effects of these are irnored; if these are significant, they represent
both private and social costs and benefits which should enter a truly
complete analysis. Many of these factors, however, cannot be quantified.
Another limitation of employing the monctary-based measures discussed
above is the short time period used to survey benefits. Observations
were made on costs incurred over one year and benefits over only a two
year period after the students were graduated. Outcomes viewed over a
longer period of time would clearly yield more complete information.
The result of this short range view of benefits may be an understatement
of the trua benefits of work experience education.

The assumptions and reservations noted above apply to all studies
of this type. They illustrate that measures of monetary returns can
only be indicative of the desirability of work experience vocational
programs. lowever, pecuniary-based measures do provide useful comple-
mentary information for the decision maker. 1In the final analysis,
administrators must assemble assorted, incomplet:, and often contra-
dictory information; considered judgment can often make the difference
between good and bad decisions.
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Investment Return Mecasures

Keeping in mind the reservations noted above, a number of approaches
can be employed to evaluate the i1 vestment return to work experience vo-

cational educatior.. In this study, chree alternativé measures are con-
sidered:

1. A benefit/cost ratio - scounted marginal benefit
differences between work ar ‘rience programs and discounted
marginal cost differences . 1 s« (Discounting is performe .o
account for the difference v ue of the dollar based on a rat

interes* over the two-year pciivd during which benefits were observed.)

2. A net present value criterion based on marginal benefit and
cost differences between programs. (Net present value is discounted
value.)

3. An internal rate of return approach based on differences in
marginal benefits and costs between programs.

The benefit/cost ratio criterion is iliustrated in Equation (1)
below, where B is the marginal benefits of work experience in period

t and B wt is Yﬁe marginal benefit of nonwork experience programs in
period g. C is the marginal cost of work experience programs in period
t, while C i1s the corresponding cost for nonwork experience; i is the

W X . X .
market ratc of interest used for discounting. The ratio b/c is the
benefit/cost ratio.

Bwt ~ BNwt
1 (1 + i)t
th - CNwt

t=1 (1 + i)°

(1)

te~a

t

oo

~M a3

The decision rule in this case is that if the ratio of the sum of net
discounted marginal benefits to the sum of net discounted marginal costs
exceeds unity, then additional funds are warranted for work experience
programs. '

The second approach is to calculate the net present value of an
investment in work experience programs based on net marginal costs and
benefits. The net present value (NPV) formula is given in equation (2)
below, where NB_ is the marginal benefit to work experience in period t,
and NCt is the net marginal cost of work ‘experience in period t.

: n NBt - NCt
(2) NPV = % —
t=1 (1 + 1)
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This investment criterion provides an estimate of the net present value
of the marginal investment expenditure associated with adding one student
to a.work experience program instead of to a regular vocational program.
Assuming only two program alternatives, if NPV > 0, this implies that

the choice to expand work experience (rather than nonwork experience)
programs 1is correct. ‘

The third approach is to calculate the internal rate of return on
the marginal investment in work experience. The internal rate of return
is defined as that rate of intercst wh'~h makes the net present value of

equation (2) equal to zero. Assumi.., 1. only the two program invest-
ment alternatives are available, a positive internal rate of return indi-
cates that work experience programs, ..ther than nonwork experience

programs, are the correct choice for expansion.

Empirical Estimates

A net marginal cost oi $125 was estimated to be associated with
‘work experience vocational education in Chapter 3. That is, if a student
is added to the work experience program instead of to the regular voca-
tional program, the incremental cost 1is $125. The cost data refer to
the school year 1974-75.

Benefit differences between work experience and regular vocational
education analyzed in Chapter 4 identify a number of apparent benefits
in favor of the former. For example, work experience graduates acquired
more skills on their first jobs after graduation. Their first jobs were
more directly related to their areas of study. Work experience graduates
reported more often that their course work prepared them for their jobs
than did regular vocational program graduates. Work experience graduates
had less frequent unemployment in the first two years after graduation than

did regular program graduates, although once unemployed, the duration of
joblessness did not differ. (These differences apply mainly to co-ops.)

These benefit differences suggest that work experience graduates'
skills are better matched to skills required at job entry. If this is
so, it is somewhat surprising that no significant difference obtains
between the wages of work experience and nonwork experience graduates.
The better the match between skills acquired and skills required, other
factors the same, the higher a worker's marginal productivity should be.
If marginal product and wage are related, as economic theory suggests,
a_priori one would expect a wage differential in favor of work experience
graduates. One possible explanation for the absence of the expected wage
differential is that employers of work experience graduates reap the
extra benefits of work experience education instead of the graduates
themselves. This contention finds support in the responses of employers
to questionnaires about their experiences with student employees, the
results of which are reported in Chapter 8. It is also possible that

~"The wages of co-op students in schnol-supervised jobs were not
significantly different from regular students who also worked part--time,
therefore, no wage benefit was observed in favor of co-op students prior
o to graduation, or during the two-year period following graduation.
ERIC 110

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

92



work experience graduates enjoy nonmonetary gains that the controi group
does not. Or it may be that work experience graduates are, in fact, no

more pr -ductive than regular vocaticonal graduates, in which case no wage

differcatial would be expected.

Given the available benefit information, only one benefit difference
can be translated into a monetary equivalent. Although wage’ rates do
not appezr to differ, work experience graduates do have less frequent
unemployment during the first twu years after graduation, and unemploy-
ment represents lost earnings.3

Unemployment differences may reflect the more difficult adjustment

to the labor market = nonwork experience graduates must make to match
their skills with irements., It is well known that young people
“"job shop" earl, in t: work lives, thereby gaining valuable informa-
tion about the 1. 2et.4 This phenomenon may be viewed as a job
search investment, Wourk experience graduates may be exposed to more
labor market information of this sort prior to graduation than other
students. If this is so, then work experience graduates may have fewer

initial adjustments to make in the labor market. This view s supported’
by the finding of the present study that over one-half of work experience
graduates continued to work for the employer who provided their school—~
supervised job experience.

The difference in unemployment between work experience and nonwork
expericnce graduates is not large, but the reduced risk of unemployment
can be considered as a benefit to work experience graduates which is
quantifiable in monetary terms.

The sample of former students indicates that the average work
experience grc.duate had becn out of school for 19.7 months and had been~
uneiployed for 1,09 months.> The respective figures for nonwork experience
students are 21.3 months and 1.36 months. If these unemployment figures
are adjusted to a twelve months equivalent, work experience graduates
can expect to be unemployed for .66 months per year for the first two
years after graduation. The estimate for nonwork experience students

.is .77 months, or about one-tenth (.11) of a month more unemployment per

year, over the two years after graduation, than work experience graduates
encounter. At $2.50 per hour (assuming a forty-hour work week and a

3. . .
Viewed as a social cost, unemployment compensation does not reduce
this cost.

Herbert S. Parnes, ''Labor Force Participation and Labor Mobility,"
Industrial Relations Research Association, Research Volume 1, 1970, p. 45.

5"Unemployed" is defined as not working, but seeking and available
for work. In essence, this is the same definition used by the Bureau
of Labor Sftatistics. It should also be noted that the unemployment figure
is an average based on those who reported unemployment and those who did
not. In effect, the estimate is an expected duration of unemployment for
the entire cohort.
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four-weck month), the net benefit in favor of work experience graduates
is $44 per year for the two-year period considered.® This average figure
of $44 is used as a proxy for net marginal benefit. If it is assumed
that all of the difference in unemployment occurs immediately after
graduation, or in the first year out of school, the benefit in favor

of work experience graduates is $100.7

In the calculations below, we assume that the benefits that result
from less unemployment accrue to work experience students over the two-
year period after graduation. The two-year labor market period observed
extends from graduation in mid-1973 to mid-1975. The cost data that
were collected refer to the school year 1974-75. These costs should be
deflated to reflect school costs in 1972-73, when extra expenditures
were made on the graduates we surveyed. The net marginal cost associ-
ated with work experience programs in 1974~75 is $125. Using a 6 percent
ueflation v :or, the equivalent maryfnal cost for 1973-74 is $117.93,

73, the deflated marginal cost is $111.25. This last esti-
. uuiglnal cost is used in the calculations below.

Given these qualifications, we can now quantify the three invest-
ment. return neasures discussed earlier. The first of these is the ratio
of benefits to costs (b/c). This ratio is calculated in Equation (3)
below, using a market rate of interest of 10 percent.

0 44 4L
ar.10° T .ot T 1. 1002 6. 36
Gy 13775 0 0 = 2111'25 <1
Ge100° T Triot Y I 1o ‘

The resulting b/c ratio is less than unity, which indicates that the
investment in work experience does not pay in monetary terms.

The present value calculation is provided in Equation (4)

44 4Lt
1+ 35 10)

_ -111.25
(4) NPV = 73 70)° t @ 10)

2 = ~323.25

The result indicates that the present value of a marginal investment

in work experience, rather than regular vocational education, for a
two-year benefit stream, is -$23.25. 1In monetary terms, expansion of
work experience programs is not cost effective over the period considered.

6The $2.50 per hour wage selected is based on wage data for the
whole sample of graduates. It is the mean of the average reported starting
wage on first job ($2.28) and the average current wage on current job
($2.72). The .11 month figure translates into .44 of a week, or 17.6
hours lost work, assuming a forty-hour workweek. In dollar terms, the
loss is (17.6) (2.50) = $44.

7The $100 estimate is arrived at as follows. Work experience gradu-
ates have an average 1.09 months of unemployment; for nonwork experience
graduates the figure is 1.36 months. The difference, then, is .25 months,
or one week. Given a forty-hour workweek, at $2.50/hour, “this represents

a benefit in favor of work experience graduates of $100 in the first year
after graduation.
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Since the net present value is negative, the internal rate of
return on an additional investment in work experience education will
also be negative. Recall that the internal rate of return is that
rate of interest which makes net present value cqual to zero. Equation
(5) shows the internal rate of return which makes NPV approach zero.

_ _111.25 44 . 4k

(5) 0 =715 * .1yt T = 1m?

The internal rate of return associated with the marginal investment in
work experience is ~-14 percent. If we assume that all the extra bene-
fits which acecrue to work experience students occur in the first year
after graduation, the net present value remains negative (111.25 - 90.90
= $-20.35), but less so. On this. basis, the internal rate of return is
-10 percent.

Impliéations

Speaking strictly in monetary terms, and considering only school costs
and gross earnings (benefits) of graduates, work experience education does
not provide a positive net return during the first two years after gradua--
tion. One major functi~n of the cooperative program is job placement,
which may provide work experience students with an advantage at labor market
entry through ecarly exposure to jobs in their areas of study. As noted
above, over one-half of work experience graduates remain with their
school employers after graduation, while other graduates may be seeking
work for the first time. Work experiente-graduates thus appear to do
less "job shopping'' than nonwork experience graduates.

The empirical results indicate that work experience graduates do
not earn more than nonwork experience graduates. This factor is largely
responsible for the negative rate of return. A number of possible ex-
planations can be given for these pessimistic results.

First, during the period in question (1973-1975), overall unemploy-
ment was not only high, but rising. Teenage unemployment, which is normally
well above the average, rose from about 14 percent in 1973 to about 20
percent in 1976.8 Under these conditions, employers could readily find
applicants for job vacancies without having to resort to bidding up wages,
although they may have bid up hiring standards. Even if work experience
graduates had some skill advantage over other graduates, employers may
not have needed to pay a premium to obtain the better dpplicants in an
excess—supply labor market. Under these conditions, employers may reap
the benefit of any skill advantage that work experience graduates possess.
If this is what actually transpired, the monetary return to work experi-
ence measured above is biased downward, since no explicit account is
taken of benefits to employers. (The findings reported in Chapter 8
lend tentative support to this hypothesis.)

United States Department of Labor, Burcau of Labor Statistic,
Employment and Earnings, January 1976, p. 59.
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A sccond labor market phenomenon may help to explain why the
earnings of work experience graduates were not observed to exceed those
of nonwork experience graduates. Firms may provide more general on-
the-job training (0JT) to the former than to the latter immediately
after graduation.9 Work experience graduates may receive such general
training early since their zmployers may have observed them in school-
supervised jobs. Other vocational graduates may face a waiting period
at job entry--a screening device used by employers to identify the
more committed workers. Some of the skills imparted through OJT can
be readily transferred by employees to other employers. When employers
provide gensral on-the-job training, employees often pay for it in
reduced wages, since the employer has no guarantee that he will receive
a return on his investment in the employee, but the employee isay gain
increased future access to the preferred, primary labor market jobs as a
result. (The primary labor market contains the stable jobs with benefits
and opportunities for advancement, as opposed to the secondary labor
market, which contains the marginal, dead-end type jobs that are usually
held by youths, the unskilled, minorities, and women. On-the-job
training is said to be one prerequisite for obtaining preferred jobs.)lo

The above speculations point to an outcome ilJlustrated below in
Figure X.

Figure 2.
General Training and Wages
Earnings
b | I - - -
!
W2 CTT T T T T T T T
|
Wl ]
i’ - Labor Market Tenure
< 2 years (in years)
Graduation
Date

Work experience graduates are assumed to have a skill advantage over
nonwork experience graduates at job entry, which would produce a wage

9Genera]_ training is defined here as on~the-jo'. training which can
be readily applied by the employee outside the firm which provides it.
Specific training is not applicable outside the firm which provides it.
Sec2 Gary S. Becker, Human Capital, New York: National Bureau of Economic
Reseaxrch, 1964, pp. 8-28.

OPeter B. Doeringer and Michael J. Piore, '"Umemployment and the 'Dual
Labor Market','" Public Interest, Winter 1975, pp. 71-72.
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advantage W, — W, in Figure 1, if neither group receives further on-
the-job training™ (or if they receive the same amount of QJT). If,
however, work experience graduates receive general on-the-job training
during the first year or two of work and other graduates do not (or

if they receive more general OJT), they will pay for it through re-
duced wages during the period of training. The effect would be to
move W2 towards Wl during the training period.

The important point is that the initial wages of the two groups
may not be different, even if work experience students are more skilled
at post-graduation job entry. They may pay for additional training
that other graduates receive later. Figure 1 shows that if this
training were to last two years, work experience graduates' o L
would increase from W, to W,. A positive wage differential would then
be observed between work experience graduates and regular vocational
education graduates. Wages (W,) would reflect both the additional
post-graduate OJT training tha% work experience graduates have received,
as well as any prior skill advantage carried over from their formal
schooling. ILf the abo.e phenomesion occurs, the monetary returns to
work experience = '.:cation indicated here are biased downward. The fact
that work experic :xe graduates work at jobs that require greater skills
than do nonwork experience graduates (see Chapter &) indicates that
they may receive more general OJT.

In addition to those factors which might lead to a downward bias
in the monetary return estimates, it should be reemphasized that. the
calculated monetary benefits tell only part of the story. If benefits
extend beyond a two-year period, then the true benefits that accrue
to work experience students have been understated here. Other benefits
to work experience students are discussed in Chapters 4, 6, and 7. Only
school costs and gross student earnings (benefits) were considered in
our estimates.

Summary

Several methods for evaluating the monetary returns to investment
in work experience programs have been outlined. The empirical estimates
which result from employment of these investment return measures indicate
that from a strictly monetary point of view, ignoring individual and
social benefits that have not been quantified, investment in work ex-
perience, rather than nonwork experience vocational programs, is not
justified. The cost of adding one student to. a work experience program
(as estimated in Chapter 3) is $125. Because work experience graduates
were not found to earn higher post-graduation wages than other students,
the added expenditure for their education does mot pay off, even when
axcounting for their somewhat lowered rate of unemployment. However,
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this analysis has not attempted to quantify the value of such factors as
greater job satisfaction, lowered dropout rates, and more on-the-job
training among work experience students.

XY
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PART IV
EFFECTS ON PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT, EDUCATION, AND EMPLOYMENT
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CHAPTER 6
THE EFFECTS OF WORK EXFERIENCE ON CAREER DEVELOPMENT

~ Introduction

The advocates of work experience programs, particularly cooperative
education programs, claim that many benefits arise from them. Chief
among these is the quality of training that can be provided in an actual
work environment. The claims go beyond these, however, to include assist-
ing in the persona] development of the student, increasing the relevance
of education, improving faculty—student relations, and encouraging .better
school attendance.l The discussions in this and the following chapter
examine the data collected in this study that are relevant to these claims,
and in general, find that these data support them. For the most part,
the differences among the groups of students in cooperative,; work -study,
and comparison groups are not large. Where differences were found, how-
ever, they usually showed that the students with school-supervised jobs
(co—-op and work study) have benefited more than the students in the other
groups.

Despite the problems encountered in attempting to define the groups
that were discussed in the Chapter 2, and despite the inherent
lack of precision in the measures used, the overall conclusion about work
experience programs must be positive. It is highly likely that if more
precise measures were possible, the benefits which were found to derive
from school-supervised work experience would be even greater.

Career Development and Planning

Virtually all theories of career development recognize that young
people need a period of occupational exploration before they can make
realistic career decisions.2 Actual work experience is needed to test
personal preferences and interests against the reality of occupational
demands. Many changes in our society (such as prolonged periods of

1Roy L. Butler—and Edwin G. York, What School Administratoxrs Should
Know About Cooperative Education, ERIC Clearinghouse on Vocational and
Technical Education, Information Series #37, VT012-906, (Cclumbus, Ohio,
The Ohio State University, 1971), pp. 4-5. -

2For extensive discussions of the various theories of career de-
velopmen*, see S. H. Osipow, Theories of Carcer Development (New York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1968), and John O. Crites, Vocational Psycho-
logy (New York: IMcGraw Hill, 1969).

[

101
11R



formal education and child labor laws) have made it more difficult

for young people to acquire such experience. Recently, public education
has begun to attempt to provide occupationally oriented learning ex-
periences designed to facilitate the vocational develupment of students.
This concept is at the core of the career education emphasis of the U.S.
Office of Education.

In this chapter, some aspects of the career development of current
and former students are examined based on data obtained from question-
naires. The data are of five types: (1) the students' recall c¢f ex-
posure to potential influences on their choice of courses of study; (2)
the reasons students gave for their choices; (3) the relationships between
occupational areas studied and jobs held while in school and after being
graduated; (4) post high schcol plans and experiences, including partici-
pation in additional educational and training programs; and (5) a measure
of students' knowledge about different types of jobs. Although the
differences among the grouj;.s are not striking, overall they suggest that
work experience in school facilitates occupational exploration and prob-
ably results in more informed career decisions.

Potential Influences on Choice of Course of Study

Many different experiences can influence the choice of a course of
study. These range frum informal conversations with peers to highly struc-
tured courses about careers to computer-assisted guidance. To assess the
impact of exposure to such experiences as the current students remembered
them, they were presented with a list of twelve potential influences on
their choices and were asked to indicate whether or not they had ever

had such experiences. Students then rated those experiences which they
indicated having had on a five-point rating scale ranging from ''not at
all helpful” to 'very helpful." The percentages who reported having each

of the experiences are shown in Table 6~1. Those who reported the experi-
ences were used to calculate the percentages who rated the experiences
quite or very helpful. These percentages are shown in Table 6-2.

The percentages in Tables 6-1 and 6-2 are based on recall and are
therefore subject to all of the distortions to which memory is prone. No
claim is ‘made that these figures represent the actual number of students
who had these experiences. What the figures probably do reflect is the
saliency of the experiences. It seems likely that those experiences which
had the most impact are the ones that werc recalled and reported. Having
stated this, however, it should be noted that the rank order of the
percentages that reported the experiences is not the same as the rank
order of the percentages that rated the experiences as quite helpful or
very helpful. 1In fact, there are major reversals: the experience ranked
first in Table 6-1 is ranked next to last in Table 6~2; the experience
that ranks tenth in Table 6-1 ranks first in Table 6-2. Reporting having
had an experience is not the same as considering i: quite or very helpful.
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Reported Participation in Experiences which Inf

by Sex and Work Status

Choice of High School Courses, Current Stud

Males
Work Part
Influential Experilences Co~0p Study Time
% % 4
a. Took career course about varlety of occupations 60% 53 34
b. Took vocational interest test 45 57 46
c¢. Took vocational aptitude test 44 50 42
d. Read occupétional information material 71 65 65
e. School programs or activities describing different 6l 66 64
courses
f. Discussed course choice with other students 52 74 - 80
g. Discussed course choice with parents 72 73 72
h. Discussed course choice with brothers, sisters, 67 57 62
relatives . ‘
{. Discussed course choice with teachers 63 60 59
j. Dircussed course choice with guidance counselor 68 63 63
k. Held a part-time or summer job that influenced 642 65 55
choice
1, Hobbies or leisure time activities that influenced 5Ga 52 64
choice
Range of base numbersb g;g~ | .izz- 2§S~

Syifference among groups of the same sex significant at the .05 level ox less.

bBase nuabers on which percentages are calculated vary because of missing obser
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TABLE 6-2

Percentages of Current Students that Rated Experiences which Influenced
Cholce of High School Courses as Quite or Very Helpful,
by Sex and Work Status

Nales Feales
' : ork | Part= | Mo Work | Part-| Mo
| Influential Experiences Co-0p | Study | Time | Job | Co-op | Study | Time | Job
/ A 4 4 ’ A 1 .
a. Took career course about variety of occupations 53 50149 G| e 66 3] %%
b, Took vocational interest test b4 b4 40 Ry 58 42 k)
¢. Took vocational aptitude test 48 46 45 3 45 35 | 40
d. Read occupational information material 40 47 43 48 5 59 0 | 51
e. School program or activities describing different | 44 49 43 42 5 53 46 | 45
courses .
f. Discussed course choice with other students i1 3 Qo] B | 5L | |4
g. Discussed course choics with parents 57 50 59 55 67 57 66 | 65
h. Discussed course choice with brother, sister, 54 51 48 46 SGa 56 62 | 50
relatives 4
i, Discu;sed course choice with teachers 56 51 50 51 6 10 6 | 62
j. Discussed course choice with guidance counselox W6 55 57 o 19 51 | %9
k. Part-time or sumer job 66 37 84 54 81 1 %o n
1. Hobbies or leisure time activities 6 73 13 62 69 13 131 66
e b mgberd - | 8 | 60 | 9 | 29 | Sl | 206 10m
° | 232 | 117 i 382 | 196 | 548 7 | 5% | 366

“Differences anong groups of the same sex significant at .03 level or less.

bBase nunbers for percentages include only those respondents who reported having the experience listed,
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For most of the twelve experiences listed in the questionnaire,
half or more of the respondents reported having taken part in them. Of
those who reported the experiences, half or more usually rated them as
“quite or very helpful. Hobbies/leisure time activities and part—-time or
summer jobs were clearxly perceived as the most helpful experiences.
Where significant differences were found among the groups, they usually
show that the cooperative and work study students were more likely to
have had the experiences and to have found them helpful than -iere the
part-time and no job groups, with a few exceptions. Typically, having
school-supervised jobs was associated with reporting more, and more
helpful expericnces of an exploratory nature. It is, of course, impos-
sible to infer causes from these data. Do these experiences cause stu-
~dents to enter work experience programs, or are students who enter work
experience programs simply more likely to report these experiences?

For whatever reasons, the data do suggest more career awareness among the
students in school-supervised jobs, and this is certainly one of the
objectives of work experience programs.

Reasons for Choosing Courses

Current and former students were also asked to indicate the most
important reason, from a list of nine possibilities, for choosing
their courses of study. The last two choices (see Table 6-3) gave
the students an opportunity to choose "other' or "undecided, don't
know." Work study males, both current and former, tended to indicate
these two choices more frequently than did students in other groups,
which indicates that work study students are less decisive in selecting
a course of study than other groups.

Contrary to a widely held belief that students select courses of
study in order to be with friends, sample students reported preparation
for employment or college, business school, technical school, etc., as
the most important reasons for selecting their courses (see Tables 6-3
and 6-4). The cooperative students reported preparation for employment
as the most important reason more often than any other group of stu-
dents. This suggests that the purposes of cooperative programs and the
motivations of students in those programs tend to coincide.

Tormer female students most frequently reported employment as the
reason for selecting their courses of study, while current female stu-
dents reported preparation for further education (college, business
school, technical school, etc.,) as slightly more important in deterx-

mining their choices. This slight difference may reflect the beginning
1 :
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TABLE 6~3

Current Students' Most Important Reason for Choosing a Course of Stucfy,
by Sex and Work Status

Yales Fenales
Work | Part=| No Work | Part-| No

Host Important Reason Co-op | Study | Time | Job | Co-op | Study | Time | Job

/A h i /A / A AR

Prepare for employment & %% 2 46 34 I 10
Study things of personal interest 1 v 22 23 15 18 18 | 18
Prepare for college, business school, technical 18 2 30 30 29 31 BB
school, ete.
Followed suggestion of school b 11 5 8 | 4 4 4
’5 To have easy courses 5 9 5 5 l 1 1] 2
®  Obtain needed credits 4 b 2 3 2 5 2 3
To be in classes vith friends 1 0 1 2 1 0 1 2
To satisfy pareats 0 0 2 0 * 1 1 1
Other 2 K 2 2 2 4 1 1
Undacided, don't know main reason b 1 7 § b 3 b 4
Base Number 251 | 476 W3 123 | ST | 130 | 574 | 408 |
®Reasons given differ significantly across both male and female groups:
Yale: Chi square = 86,72 p< 001,
Female: Chi squere = 63,74 p < 001,
*Less than 1/2 of 1 percent. | 126 \_
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TABLE 6-4

Forzer Students' Nost Imortant Reason for Choosing High School Courses
by Sex and Work Status

Males Females
' Work Compari- Work | Compari-
Most Important Reason Comcp Study | son Co0p Study son
: 1 " 4 A
Prepare for exployment B 15 16 52 23 40 .
Study things of personal interest 31 2% 29 16 2 16
Prepare for college, business school, technical 1 21 3 22 0 3
school, etc,
Followed suggestion of school ' 3 8 b 3 1 3
To have easy courses 3 8 5 2 4 3
p
©  Tobe fn classes with friends 1 2 2 1 3 2
To satisfy parents * 2 1 1 1 *
Ocher 3 3 2 2 1 4
Undecided, don't know main reason 4 10 b 2 1 *
" Base Number | 346 176 380 664 138 523

Reasons given differ significantly across both male and female groups:

Yales: (hi square = 99,23 p <001
Females: Chi squave = §2.08 p < .00L.

%
Less than 1/2 of 1 percent.
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of a shift in course choice among females due to the recent increase in
emphasis on a wider choice of life ambitioms and careers for women.

Relatedness of Jobs to Vocational Training

In High School

In high school, students who have engaged in a high degree of
exploratory behavior prior to choosing courses of study would be =x-
pected to be more committed to their choices. Their selections should
be more fully considered and based on more information than those of
students who explored their choices less completely. To test for such
commitment, a number of comparisons were made between the vocational
courses the students were taking or had taken in high school and the
kinds of jobs they had obtained or planned to obtain. To conduct these
comparisons, the vocstional courses and jobs were coded similarly. (The
students' ratings of the relatedness of the training they received to
the jobs they obtained are presented in Chapter 7.) Table 6-5 shows the
general categories in the code that were used for tracing job-training
relatedness.

Table 6-5 presents the actual number of cooperative male students
who were taking courses in twelve vocational areas represented by the
columns in the table at the time of the survey. The rows of the: table
classify the vocational areas of the jobs the students held. These
classifications are based on the students' own reports of their courses
of study and the main tasks which they performed on their jobs. The
underlined numbers listed diagonally on the table represent those stu-
dents whose jobs were in the same vocational areas they studied. Trade
and industry is the exception because many of these students did not
indicate their specific trade and industry area. Consequently, any
student whose course of study was trade and industry (n.e.c.-—-not
elsewhere classifiad) and whose job was in any of the trade and industry
areas (amy withim ~he dotted lines) was considered qo be in a related
job.

‘Any classi{f€icAarion scheme such as that-uzed-in Table  6=5 includes
some artritrary elemsnts. For example, the largest numbers of students
who~did not have r=ILated jobs were in distributive education (DE):
twenty-cme DE szud=nts were in jobs classified as gainful home economics
and elewen DI szud=nts were in jobs classified as automotive. Many of
the twenmty-omns iIn iome economics jobs worked im fast food restaurants

In The Roie of the Secondary Schools in the Preparation of Yowuth
for Employment comducted by Jacob J. Kaufman, Carl J. Schaefer, Morman V.
Lewis, David W. Sftevens, and Elaine W. House (Institute for Research on
Human Resources, The Pennsylvania State University, 1967), females weported
Ppreparation for future emplovyment as the most important reason for selecting
their course of stmdy four times more frequently than for any other reason.
In the same study, the female respondents in #he general education gzroup

were-twice—as—likely -to-make—their—echoice-bhased—on—future—job—howes—thrn — —
were male respondents in the same group. In the current study, tthe differ-
ence betweem the male and female respondemts' desire for job prqpnratioh
has been sdgnifieamtly reduced.
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TASLE -3

In~School Jobs of Cooperative Students Classified by Vocational Education Coce
by Vocational Progran of Student, Males Only

Vocational Program

Jobs Classified by Vocational Educarion Coce ty i DE i HO [HEC [ T&T 'EA | dAuto| Y| MW | Other | Tech | 4g

|y r siv sl oy I wdvls ] oy [y v

0ff{ce Oceupatiozs (00) 8 ]l SP3p b ol oofolo] o |10
Distributive Education (DF) plger ol ab s Lol ebolof 0| 20
Fealth Qucupations (X0) 0 E 0y 30 00 1 L0 00 0] 0 0 (0
Cainful Zoze Seoncmics (i) vapola; Lol s ol 1l o] oo

Trade and Tnduscry (n.e.c.)¥ (%) o 1o ofir [ o]0 o o |
Tlectrical Applionce (E8) R T L O N A A R T

‘S hutonorive (duto) Lyl ol o0 ; 9 f 0l 71 0] 2] 0 110
© C.ustruction-¥aintenance ((Y) 0V 3]0 0 G0 1000 0 10
Metal Yorddng () OpLp o ol a ol ool 3 0 |20

Ocher Specific T4 I 0} 210 0 L _o_J 0 0fof ol 2 0fo
Techaical (Tec:) 0p 0y 0y 00 2 P 0 000l 0 §10
sgriculture (Az) i 0] S : o2 0 L b op 11 0 0 | 0

Ceanot elassify, no answer o job 0 | IS { 0 5 10 vpop 2y 1 w002

Totel | ftm NIRRT IR

%
G0t elsavhere classified,
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where they obtained some distributive education experience. Similarly,
the eleven classified as automotive worked in gas stations, which also
gave them distributive education experience. Conversely, the number in
gainful home economics was so small that no attempt was made to classify
them more specifically. - Thus, a student who was studying child care or
interior decorating and who worked in a fast food restaurant would be
classified as being in a related job.

The type of cross—classification shown in detail in Table 6-5 was
the method used to generate the percentages reported in Tables 6-6, 6~7,
and 6-8. Tables 6-6 and 6-7 report tlie percentages of current students
whose in—school jobs and job plans were in the same vocational areas as
their studies. Table 6-8 shows the percentages of former students whose
first regular jobs after high school were in the same vocational areas
as they studied.

Among the current students, it is clear that cooperative school-
supervised jobs were more likely to be related to courses than were
nonsupervised, part-time jobs. Females were more likely than males to
hold related jobs, but this reflects the heavy female enrollmeqt in
office occupations more than true sex differences across all vocational
areas.

- The percentages of current students who hoped to find jobs after
completing their education in vocational areas the same as those they
studied is low for all groups. These figures are depressed by the
substantial percentages of students who answered '"undecided" on their
job plans. Among the males, this figure was 39 percent and among the
females, 29 percent. The percentage of male co-op students who hoped to
find related jobs was significantly lower than the other two groups (chi
square = 11.37, p < .01). Among the females, the difference was in the
same direction, but it did not quite reach significance.

These results do not support the hypothesis that cooperative stu-~
dents are more committed to the vocational areas they study. Lt may
“be that by taking cooperative jobs, these students were engaging in
further exploratory behavior. A cooperative job, since it requires no
long-range commitment from either the student or the employer, provides
an ideal opportunity for occupational exploration. An alternative hypothe-
sis is that many students entered cooperative programs primarily to obtain

4 . .

Work study students are not incliided in these tables for they
were defined as scudents in school-supervised jobs who were not studying
vocational courses.
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TABLE 6-6

Percentages of Current Male Students Whose In~School Jobs and Job Plans Are In
Same Vocational Areas They Are Studying

Co=0p Part-tine No Job
Voczedonsl Arezs Jb | Mans | BaseX |Job | Plans |Besed | Job | Plans | Base ¥ .
% 5 h A / A

Office Occupations. 67 17 12 0 19 2 FA 0110
Distributive Education 57 1l 148 5 9 45 12 16
Health a 3 1 a a 1 a 1
Gainful Howe Economic 2 2 5 54 38 13 a A
Trade and Industry 51 2 9% 27 34 112 R 63

P Teshnical , 53 60 15 2 62 45 62 16

- .
Agriculture a 2 2 n | B 3 a b |
7 not reported zbove ‘
because of snall Jase N % “ . 2 : ' ! ’ 4
Total in Same Areas 35 2 283 30 3 BERAL 32 116 |

N4 = Yot Applicable, respondents held no in-school job.

Hercent not reported because Base N less than 10,

A,
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Percentages of Current Female Students Whose In-School Jobs and Job Plans Are in -

TASLE 6-7

Same Occupational Areas They Are Studying

Co-0p Part~time " Fo Job
Vocational Areas Job Plans | Base N | Job Plans | Base N | Job | Plans | Base N
4 A / / /A i
Office Occepations | ose Lo | |50 | 8 | m oS8 | 168
‘Distributive Education 53 9 181 41 13 46 0 27,
Health 82 75 56 2 53 19 2 8
Gainful Home Economics 62 2 A} 56 1Y 18 17 23
Trade and Industry 27 15 26 b kX! 18 3 1
Technical 3 a 2 a a 1 0 0
Agriculture 0 0 0 a a 1 0 0
% not reported because ;
of smell Base N 3 2 ¢ 3 a 8 2 4
Total in Sene Arees 7 3 587 0 TR G U

¥4 = Yot Applicable, respondents held no in-school job.

%Percent not reported because Base N less than 10.




TABLE 6-8

Percentages of Former Students Whose First Jobs After High School Were in the
Same Vocational Aveas They Studied, by Sex and Co~op-Comparison Classification

d,

cercent not reported because Base N less than 10,

Nales Females
Co=0p Comparison Co=0p Comparison |
‘Vocational Areas Joo | BaseN | Job | Based | Job | BaseN | Job | BaseN
/ / / 1
Office Occupations /S I I A I R AT R B Y
Distributive Education S a Tolow | 1 50 W
Health 0| 1 : I I I Y
Gainful Fome Economics 2 7 2 5 b 16 2 9
M Teade and Industry S T T A S U (R R Y
Y Technical o) 62 18 49 2 2 3 4
Azriculture a 7 a 7 a I 1
A not Tegurted above because '
of seal] doee ¥ L O
Dol fn Sae drea oWl o s | e | s |

@yﬁww(pk “.‘Jl{w




part-time jobs. The figures for distributive education tend to support
this explanation. Distributive education has high enrollments coupled
with low numbers who plan to continue in similar work after completing
their education. If a student's motive for entering a cooperative educa-
tion program is not to learn particular skills but to obtain part-time
employment, distributive education would be the best choice.

After High School

Whatever their plans and motivations, the responses of former students
indicate that many of the vocational students did obtain employment in
the areas they studied. The percentages of former students whose first
regular jobs following high school were in the same vocational areas as
they studied are shown in Table 6-8.

In Tables 6-6 and 6-7, the large number of current students who
were undecided about their job plans depressed the percentages who planned
to seck jobs in the vocational ar-as which they were studying. Similarly,
in Table 6-8 the former students who had not held any regular full-time
jobs after leaving high school depress the percentages who obtained
jobs related to their training. If, for example, the co-op students
who never obtained regular jobs are subtracted from the base numbers,
the numbers who obtained jobs are 303 for males and 518 for females.
When these numbers are used as the bases for calculating the percentage
of co-ops who obtained jobs in the same areas they studied, the results
are 46 percent for males and 65 percent for females. For the comparison
groups, the -same adjustment yields a base number of 160 and a figure of
31 percent of males in related jobs; and a base of 270 and 67 percent
for females.

Thus, the data presented in Tables 6-5 through 6-8 which trace
the relatedness of vocational courses, jobs held, and job plans can
be considered conservative. These data reflect relatedness rather strictly
defined. If a broader definition of relatedness and continuation within
vocational areas were used, or if different bases were used to calculate
the percentages, the results in most cases would show higher levels of
job—-training relatedness.

5It is of interest that the figures in Table 6~8 correspond quite
closely to the percentages in Table 7-7, which reports how former students
rated the relatedness of their first jobs to the occupational areas they
studicd. Among the co-op students, 42 percent of males and 54 percent of
females rated their jobs the same as or highly related to the areas
studied. Table 7-7 uses a more liberal method of calculation in that
only students who obtained jobs are included.
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Even with more liberal standards, however, few of the areas (except
office occupations for females) exceed 50 percent. In other words, the
average vocational student in a cooperative program——unless she is a
female studying office occupations--has, at best, about a 50 percent
chance of obtaining his or her first regular job in the vocational
area he or she studied in high school. If the student is not in
a cooperative program, chances are slightly worse.

How is this 50 percent figure to be evaluated? It is unrealistic
to expect that all vocational students should find jobs that use the
skills they study; but should not more than half be able to do so? For
the present study, the finding of most interest is that cooperative
programs do give their students an advantage in obtaining related employ-
ment both in school and afterwards. The amount of advantage, however, is
not large, and the proportion of all students who find training-related
employment should be of concern to vocational educators.

Post-High School Plans and Experiences.

There is, of course, more .to career planning and develupment than
simply finding a job right after high school. 1In fact, ever half of the
current students did not expect to seek regular full-time employment
immediately after graduation. These students were asked their '"...main
plans for when you leave high school." Main plans were defined to ex-—
clude part—-time or summer plans and examples were giwen (see Question 75
im current student questionnaire, Appendix A-1l). As Table 6-9 indicates,
almosit half of the males (48 percent) and over half == the females (56
percext) planned to continue their education either .= college or some
type @f vocational, technical, or business school. .ssmmng the males, more
of the co-op and work-study students planned to work, but this was not
true of the females.

The data that were collected from the former students give some
idea of the likelihcood that the current students will be able to carry
out their plans. The former students were asked to report the number
of months they spent in the activities listed in Table 6-10. This
table presents the percentages of all former students in the groups who
took part in these activities, and the wmean number of months that all
students in the group spent in each activity.

The 82 percent figure for co-~op males in Table 6-~10 indicates that
four out of Five held a full-time job for at least one month. Co-ops
“were more likely to hold jobs; students who were not in work experience
programs were more likely to attend school or college full-time. These

differences held for both males and females.

140




OTT

Current Students' Main Post-High School Plans

TABLE 6-9

by Sex and Work Status

Males - Fenales |
Work | Part~. | No Work | Part~ | Yo
Main Plang Coop | Study | time Job | Co-op | Study | time Job
/ h " ’ / % / ok
Get & full~tine job A TS T T N S NS VA
Attend college full~time Rl 23 40 38 3 2 45 46
Attend vozatiomdl, technical,. or-business school L 10 3D 14 5 {1 15
full-time ‘ ‘ .
Go into militazrrservice 1 10 § 9 2 2 1 2
2e a housewife 0 0 0 0 3 4 2 2
. Other 1 ol 2 1 2 1 *
© Undecided N I A R
Base Nurber 205 135 l 454 245 579 127 562 | 30

®Difference anong male respondents significant, chi square = 30.83, p < .0

%
Less than one-half of 1 percent,
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TABLE 6-10

Activities Formey Students Reported Engaring in for a Petiod of
Ore Moath or Longer Following Aigh School, by Sex and Work Status in School

Nales Females
Work | Compari- Work | Cozpari
Aetivities Lesring One Month or Longer Co-op | Study | son | Co-op | Study | son
Percent working 35 hours oz more a vaek st | s 742 ot | | 5%
Mean moachs of activity 14.62 | 15.33 1,06 | 13.64 | 11.09 9.80
Standard deviztion 1175 | 16,94 11.06 | 12.46 | 11.91 10.95
Percent arzening school ot college full~tine | irooamt | 4%
tegx moaths of activity 2,75 3.84 S L T 5.4
tandard dewiation 5.50 1.22 8.46 | T.26 1301 .04
Percent unemployed, Looking for work o | oo | o | ot | oo | o
¥ean monzng-of activity 1.09 86 L% | L09 1,40 2143
Standard deviation . 3.3 | WS 3.08 | 302 3.38 3.42
Perceat kezpimg house, not holding & job | ¥ % 1 T 12% 97
Nean monzhs:of acrivity 06 07 07 85| LYY .95
Stendard. deviation ' J5 67 95 395 | 648 3.9
Percent unzhle to work due to sickness, injury 5% 5h Ky o /o kv
Nean nonchs »f condition .06 46 Jd 15 W28 07
Standard deviation NURR I 2 N T I WL A N
Percent on active duty with nilitary 7 107 " 2 uo| o+
Kean nonths of activity L2 | L& 116 | . .09 | .01 .02
Standard deviation T8 5,64 5.26 93 08 39
Mean months ou: of high school 1.5 | a4 | A0 | LB | e
Sun of zean nonths of activity 19977 | 2L - 19.38 20,07 | 1925 17,91
Proporsian of ronths out of hiph school accounted for 1.01 1.02 89 1101 91 .85
Base nunber for means and percentapes 1o o s | 1| su

* v
Less than one-half of 1 perceat.

ifferences among groups of che same sex significant at che .05 level or less.




The interprctation of the means in Table 6~10 is not as direct. Tor
each of the six groups, the means were calculated by dividing the number
of months reported by the former students in the group by the total num-
ber in the group. The means thus reflect the "average'" way in which
students in the respective groups allocated their time since leaving
high school. The "average' male co-op student has been out of school
almost twenty months. Of these twenty months, he has spent fifteen
working full-time, three attending school or college full-time, one in
military service, and one unemployed, looking for work. This inter~
pretation, however, does not reflect the actual number of months spent in
these activities by those former students who pursued them. For, example,
only 7 percent of the co-op males entered military service, and that 7
percent actually spent an average of seventeen months in the military.6

In general, considering that Table 6-9 refers to the period immedi-
ately after high school and Table 6-~10 covers an average of twenty-one
months, the data suggest that many of the current~students will carry
out their plans. The proportion who plan to continue their education
full-time and the proportion of former students who did so are in fairly
close agreement. In addition, the next section shows that wany who did
not continue their education full-time did so on a part—-time basis.

The largest discrepancies between Tables 6-9 and 6-10 are in the
percentages who worked full-time. These discrepancies are more apparent
than real; they reflect the longer time period covered in Table 6-10.
Many of the students who attended school or college full-time did so
for a y~ar or less and then obtained full-time jobs. The percentage
in full-time employment is also raised by students who held full-time
summer jobs.

Post-High School Education and Training

.In addition to the information on months of full-time school or
college, the former students were asked about participation in other
post-high school educational and training programs. Table 6~11 shows
that slightly less than half of the former students had taken some type
of program. The sources or settings of the programs taken are also
indicated.

6The information in Table 6-10 can be used to calculate the mean
number of months reported by students who actually engaged in each of
the activities. All that 1is necessary is to divide the reported mean
by the reported proportion (the percentage expressed as a decimal). For
example, co-op males in military secrvice:

l*%- = 17.29 {months of actual service),

~H
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Source ot Setting of Former Students' Post-High School Educational or
Training Prograns by Sex and Work Status in School

TARLE 6-11

Feaeles
' ork Compari- York Compari-
Sovrce or Settlng CO"OP ; Study son Co.-op Study Son
|

/ / ;b / 4 ;

Comunity or two-year college 29 39 3 37 33 32

Four-year college or university 1Y) 19 23 19 2 i

Ezployer, place of work 15 1 5 13 5 6

Private business ot technical school 14 10 18 18 20 A

Avea vocational-technical school 1 b -8 g | U ]

Military service 10 17 10 2 0 %

Ocher | 3 2 2 3 3 4

215 qusber BE T I R+
|

B2se numder as percent of total sample ol , A » .

(% of total sample taking pregrans) | Wik i o T o i
|

Suzhar in total sanple | 345 174 363 654 135 525

Difference among groups of the sane sex regarding source of training statistically significant:

vales: Chi square = 21,60, 12 ¢f p = .04,
‘Fenales: Chl square = 29,13, 12 42 p < 0L

%
Less than one-half of 1 percent.

aDifferences anong groups regaring proportion taking eny post-high school programs are not significant.
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There were significant differences across the groups with regard
to the sources or settings of the programs. For both males and females,
co-ops were more likely to have received training from their employers,
and comparison group students were more likely to have attended four-
year colleges. The other differences were not consistent for both sexes.
Proportions of the separate groups who took programs did not differ signi-
ficantly. ’ )

Among the males, no significant differences emerged across the
groups in the length of the programs or the proportions who completed
them. Over half of the males took programs which lasted less than one
year, and about half had completed their programs or were still attending
them at the time they were surveyed. Among the females, however, the
comparison group students took longer programs than the other females,
and they were more likely to be attending them at the time they were
surveyed.

The students were asked what their programs had traimed or prepared
them for, and their answers were classified with a code simila:- to that
used to classify vocational courses. This procedure permitted a compari-
son of the vocational areas that students studied in high school and in
post-high school programs. -The comparisons were made using the method
presented in detail in Table 6-5. Table 6-12 shows the percentages of
former students who studied the same areas in high school and in post-
high school programs.’

The base numbers used for calculating the percentages in Table 6-12
are limited to former students who reported (a) that they took vocational
courses in high school and (b) who also reported the type of programs
they took after high school. If the percentages had been based on all
of the students wiio took vocational courses, as the percentages in
Table 6-8 were, they would be far lower. Table 6~8 traced the percentages
of all vocational students who continued in the samec vocational areas
from high school into their first regular jobs. Table 6-12 traces only
those who reported having taken post-high school programs.

Despite these differences in the calculation of the percentages in
the two tables, they show many similarities. The total percentages for
students in the same vocational areas as they studied in high school
are quite similar for all groups except the comparison group of males.
For this group, ecducational continuation is about twenty percentage
points higher than job continuation. In both tables, office occupations

7Former work study students are not included in Table 6-12, because
they were defined as those students who held school-supervised jobs while
in high school who d.J not study vocational courses.




TABLE 6-12

Percentages of Former Students "o Stucied Same Vocational Arcas in High School and Post~High School
Progrens, by Sex and Co-op~Comparison Classification

Males Females
Co-0p Comparison Co=0p Comparison
Vocational Areas Prog. | Base ¥ | Prog, | ase M Prog. | Base N | Prog. | Base N
4 1 A h
C£fice Occupations a ] 45 11 67 166 51 111
Distributive Edecation 23 35 a 2 15 52 3 9
Kealth a 4 - - 19 38 a 4
Gainful Yome Sconomics - - a 2 a 1 3 3
N Trede and Tndustry 33 58 3 33 a b a 4
[ .
. Technicel |58 % 55 3 2 2 2 1
Agricelture a 3 a 1 a 1 - -
!
: not\ rfgorte‘d 2vove because 57 1 ) 5 3 16 7 2
Base ¥ less then 10,
. Total in Same Area 62 133 b 82 57 4y 52 122

Ypercent not reported because Base ¥ less than 10.




for females show high continuation and distributive education shows
fairly low continuation. Unlike Table 6~8, however, Table 6-12 gives
little evidence that taking part in a cooperative program was associated
with continuing in the same vocational areas. The one group of co-op
students who were most likely to continue in the vocational area they
studied were females in office occupations, a fact that reflects the
traditional, built-in relatedness between education and jobs in this
area.

The former students were also asked what they thought they would
be doing one year in the future. All groups anticipated high educational
activity (see Table 6-13). Co-op students of both sexes were more likely
than the other groups to anticipate working.

Knowledge of Occupations

Another potential contribution of work experience programs to
vocational development is to increase students' knowle-ge about
occupations. Students who have more experience in the labor market
would be cxpected to learn more about the variety of jobs which are
represented there.

To determine whether participation in school-supervised work
experience programs was associated with increased knowledge about cccu-~
pations, a short test was administered to the current students. The
test consisted of seventeen items, each of which included a job title
(e.g., assembler, statistical clerk), and three short descriptions of
job duties, only one of which was correct.8

In scoring the items, one point was assigned for each correct
answer. The range of possible scores was thus 0 to 17. As Table
6-~14 indicates, of those students who completed the test, everyone
correctly identified three or more jobs (4 percent of the females
and 6 percent of the males did not take the test). The scores are
clustered in the upper half of the range.

Holding a job while in school--school-supervised or part-time-—-
is associated with scoring higher on the test; however, the differences
among the groups are not large. Among the males, the difference between
the means for the co-op and no job groups is just over one percentage
point (11.91) to 10.85). Nevertheless, these differences are highly
significant (p < .001), and like the distributions in Table 6-14, show
higher scores among the job holders.

8Thcse items were developed for the longitudinal studies of work
experience being conducted at The Ohio State University, Center for
Human Resource Research, and were used with the permission of the study's
director, Dr. lHerbert Parnes. The items were originally published in
Herbert Parnes ct al., Carcer Thresholds, Vol. I (U. S. Department of
Labor, Manpower Administration, Momograph No. 16, 1970), and Roger Roederick
and Joscph Davis, Yecars for Decision (U. S. Department of Labor, Manpower
Administration, Monograph No. 24, 1974). '
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TABLE 6-13

Former Students' Anticipated Activities One Year in Puture,
by Sex and Work Status while in School

Males Fenales
]

Hork  {Compari~ Work | %ompori-
Anticipated Activities Co-op | Study | son Co-op | Study | son
/ A A Z A A
Wotking o] e 5 | et | 58
ttending school, college B8 % | % i 0
In military service 5 10 0 1 1 1
Keeping house 0 1 % 10 12 10
Other ® 0 0 1 0 *

{ncacided 6 7 10 7 9 6.

Tota? me | 1w | ow {5 | nro| u
ase amber 347 177 387 664 139 331

aDifferences,among groups of the same sex sigaificant at .05 level or less.

b., : : . - . o ,
Total exceeds 100 perceat to the extent that respondents aaticipated nmore than one activity. Most muliiple respoases in-
volved both working and attending school or college.
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TABLE 6-14

Kaowledge of Job Titles Anong Current Students by Sex awd Work Status

Hales Teuales

Score GToup Work | Part- | o sk f Parte | Yo
(Range 0 2o 17) Co~op | Study | time | Job | Conw | Siudy | wma | Job

R
15 t0 17 R S RV S VA D A B TR B
17 to 14 W% s | R e ]
9t 11 n Lw | w1 » | B % N | %
6to 8 0 | 18 | 0 ;% | 6 S G Y
3t0 ) " 5 2 / § 7
3ase mumber | 265 132 452 225 574 125 554 n

Mitference anong tne groups statistically significant.

Males: Chi square = 37.96 p < .001,
Females: Chi squate = 32,61 p <.0L
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Since the differences among groups, while significant, were quite
small, a multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine more
precisely the effects of holding a job on the test scores (sece Appendix
C-1). The analysis showed that when the effects of such differences as
family background and personal characteristics are controlled for,
holding a job is still associated with higher job knowledge scores.

Summary
This chapter has examined:

Influences on students' choices of vocational programs,
Their rcasons for choosing their courses of study,
Relationship of the jobs held to school training,
Post-high school plans and experiences, and

Knowledgé about different types of jobs.

NS W e

Influences on Program Choice. All of the students rated hobbies,
leisure activities, and part—time or summer jobs as those experiences
shich had a positive influence on their choices. Overall, having a
school-supervisca job was associated with reporting more, and more
helpful experiences of an exploratory nature.

Reasons for Choosing Courses. Most of the sample students reported
preparation for employment or further schooling as the most important
reasons for choosing their courses of study. The co-ops reported prepa-

ration for employment as the reason for their course choices more fre-
quently than any other group.

A

Job~Training Relatedness School-supervised jobs were more likely
to be related to courses than other jobs. The percentages of current
students who hoped to find jobs related to their educational training
after graduation was low for all groups, verhaps because taking a
coopcrative job reflects exploratory behavior, or perhaps because students
enroll in cooperative programs in order to get part-time jobs without
planning to continue similar work after graduation. The average voca-
tional student (with the exception of females studying office occupa-
tions) has about a 50 percent chance of securing a regular full-time
job in a field related to that studied.

Post-High School. Almost half of the males and over half of the
female current students surveyed planned to continue their formal education
in some way after graduation. Among the males, more of the co~op and
work study students planned to obtain jobs than did the part-time or no
job groups. The formexr students' responses indicate that co-~op students
are more likely to hold jobs after graduation; the comparison groups
are more likely to attend school or college full~time. In addition,
former co-ops are more likely to receive training from their employers,
and comparison group students are more likely tn attend four-year
colleges. )
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Occupational Knowledge. Holding a job while in high school--
either school supervised or part-time--is associated with greater
knowledge about jobs. Working as part of a co-~op program had slightly
more effect on job knowledge than work study or part—time jobs. Scores
on the job knowledge test correlated significantly with I.Q., race, and
self-eateen.

On balance, it appears that holding a school-supervised job,
especially in a co-op program, is associated with (a) student reports of
having had experiences that helped them to make ftheir vocational chodices;
(b) choosing vocational programs in order to prepare for employment; (c)
holding jobs related to school training; (d) employment, rather than
continued education after graduation, along with employer-sponsored job-
training; and (e) more knowledge about jobs before graduation.
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CHAPTER 7

THE EFFECTS OF WORK EXPERIENCE ON STUDENTS'
PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL AND JOBS

Introduction

This chapter examines the responses of current and former students,
by sex and work status while in school, to structured questionnaires.
The students were asked how well they liked school, how satisfied they
were with the education they received, how hard they and their schools
were trying (or had tried) to educate them for their future lives, and
how useful their education would be when they left school. Students
were also asked a number of questions designed to test whether or
not holding jobs while in school had any effect on their self-esteem.
Former students were asked how well the school had prepared them for
their jobs and how related their school training was to their jobs.

In addition, some of the direct effects of holding a job while
in school arce explored, such as effects on participation in extra-

curricular activities and effects on truancy and dropout behavior.

Satisfaction with School

In general, students were more likely to be satisfied than
dissatisfied with their education. Among current students, both
female and male, regardless of their work status while in school, about
half or more of the students reported either that they liked school
or liked it very much (49-64 percent); about one-third were neutral;
and a small minority (5-17 percent), disliked school or disliked
it very much. The attitudes of females were a little more positive
than those of the males, with part-time and no job females reporting
a somewhat greater liking for school than all other groups of students
(see Table 7-1).

Students' liking for school is probably influenced as much by the
social and recreational aspects of school attendance as by the educational
process itself. To tap more specific attitudes towards education, current
and former students were asked to rate their satisfaction with the
education they were receiving or had received. The responses obtained
were similar to those reported for the previous item (see Tables 7-2
and 7-3).
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Currecent

Students'

TABLE 7-1

Reports of Now
by Secx and Work

Well They Liked School
Status

Males Females
Part- Parc~
) Jork Ltime No Work time No
Like School Co-op Study{ Job Job Cu-opj Study Job Job
% Z yA % Z Z 7 %
Like it very much 14 15 | 14 19 |- 22" 18 21 22
Like it 37 34 38 36 38 39 43 42
Neutral, neither like it
nor dislike it 34 34 35 32 31 30 26 29
Dislike it 8 .9 8 8 8 6 6 4
Dislike it very much 6 8 4 5 4 6 4 1
No response to the
question 1 0 1 * 1 0 1 2
Basc lumbeor 283 143 476 _J 251 587 130 J 574 408

RIC

a . . .
Lilking for school differs across the female groupt chi-square =

*Less than one-half of 1 percent.
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TABLE 7-2

Current Students' Overall Satisfaction
with the Education They Received in Their Courses,
by Sex and Work Status

) B ' Mal‘;s—"'.j-—-’ 1 —w“]:emales o
_ Part- Part—-

_ fork " | time No Work time No
How Satisfied Co-op Study Job Job Co-op Study Job Job
- % % y p % % % p
Very satisficd "’13 15 14 7 15 24 15 21 1 17
Satisfied 53 53 47 53 49 54 52 62
Neutral 23 21 27 24 17 22 19 14
Dissatisfied 8 6 10 6 8 8 8 6
Very dissatisfied 3 4 2 3 2 2 2 1
Base number 283 141 475 247 586 129 57;> 397

#satisfaction reported differs significantly across the female group: chi square =
22.10 p. < .03.
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TABLE 7-3

Former Students' Reported Satisfaction with the
Education They Received in High School,
by Sex and Work Status

Males Females
Work Compari- Work Compari-~
How Satisficd Co-op Study | son Co-op Study | son
% % % % % %
Very satisfied 17 12 9 22 16 17
Satisfied 41 37 41 45 31 46
Neutral, neiggcr satisfied
nor dissatisfied 25 33 33 19 36 22
Dissatisfied 12 13 12 10 9 11
Very dissatisfied 5 5 5 4 7 ~ 4
Base number ' 346 177 383 664 139 529

aReportcd satisfaction differs significantly across both male and female groups:
Males: chi square = 15.57 p, < .049.
Females: chi square = 30.54 p. < .001

”
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Among current students, females who did not have jcbs were a
little more satisfied than those who did, and females overall reported
a higher degree of satisfaction than males (47-~79 percent satisfied
or very satisfied, as compared to 49-68 percent for males). There
were no significant differences across the four groups of males. Among
the former students, however, both male and female cooperative students
were more likely to be satisfied with their education than any other
group. It will be recalled that the cooperative students were more
likely to choose their courses of study to prepare for employment
than other stmdents. These results suggest that the cooperative
students may hmve had an easier transition from school to work. This
ease of tramsition, together with their greater success in finding
employment rezilzted to their vocational studies {(Table 7-7), may
account for toe relatively high degree of educational satisfaction that
co—-ops express after leaving school.

As another indication of satisfaction with their educational
experiences, current students were asked how much they felt they
were learning from the courses they were taking (see Table 7-4).
The most significant difference in their responses occurred between
male and female cooperative students. Female cooperative students
reported learning a great deal from their courses almost three times
more frequently than did the male students. Part cf this difference
might be explained by the particular areas of study chosen by these
students. Female students had high enrollment in business education
courses in which they learned skills such as typing, operating
business machines, and shorthand--skills which have direct application
on the job. Such jobs, moreover, tend to be consistently available.
Male students, however, were enrolled primarily in distributive
education and trade and indus&try courses in which the work is not as
specific and directly transfervable to job situations. The more varied
nature of these courses and of the jobs to which they lead may have
made it difficult for the male students to observe a direct correlation
between their classwork and jobs.

Schools' énd Students' Effort to Educate

Both current and former students were asked how hard they thought
their schools had tried to prepare them for leaving school (see
Tables7-5 and 7-6). Over three-quarters of the current and former
students in all categories said that their schools had tried at
least a little. Roughly half - said that their schools had tried hard
or very hard to prepare them. The work study students were slightly
less positive in their assessments of the schools' efforts, which
reflects a general negative trend in the responses of work study students.
Since many of the work study programs included in the study were designed
primarily to prevent drop-outs, the lower satisfaction with school
reported by these students is not surprising.
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TABLYE 7-4

How Much Current Students Report Learning from the
Courses They Are Taking This Year, by Sex and Work Status

CEETTIasw

Malég Fevales T
Part- Paxt- B

Work time No Work time No

How Much Learning Co-op Study Job Job Co-op Study Job Job
% % % Z % % Y4 4
Learning a grent deal 8 13 15 15 22° 16 22 19
Learning a lot 26 18 24 28 25 20 27 29
Learning an average amount 48 45 37 38 39 41 34 43
Learning a litcle | A5 20 20 ;6 12 16 15 9
© Learning nothing | 2 o | 4 T o | 2 *

Base numbeor 281 136 469 244 583 128 567 403

Agatisfaction with how much is being learned differs significantly across the

fewmale groups:

chi square

38.90 p. <

*Less than one-half of 1 percent.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.001.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 7-5

How Hard Current Students Think Their Schoel
is Trying to Prepare Them for Leaving School, by Sex and Work Status

Males v 3 Females
Part- Part-
. Work time No B Work time No
How Nard School Tries Co-op Study Job Job Co-op | .Study Job Job
4 % Z z z x 4 b4
Very hard 12 13 10 14 19 23 18 18
Hard 37 31 39 44 42 36 | 41 - 46
A lictle 35 39 34 -29 28 2?7 3n 25
Not very much 11 16 14 9 g 9 9 9
Not at all 5 2 3 4 3 4 2 2
Base number 283 140 469 248 586 129 570 395
TABLE 7-6

How Hard Former Students Think Their Schools Tried
to Prepare Them for Leaving School, By Sex and Work Status

.While_in_School

Males Females
ﬁark Work
How Hard School Tried Co~op Study Comparison Co-op Study Comparison
Y 4 x z % % z
Very hard 142 12 11 17 14 14
Hard 41 27 34 46 37 45
A little 30 39 34 25 27 25
Not very much 10 16 16 10 17 12
Did not at all 5 6 6 2 5 4
Base number 345 176 377 662 137 526

8yow hard students reported their school tried to prepare them for when they
Jeft school differed significantly across the male group.

16.17 p. < .03.
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- _reported-considerably more_relatedness.between..jobs and training than . _

Again, the female students, both current and former, tended to
perceive the schools' efforts more positively than the males. The
female respondents were more likely to report that the school tried
very hard to prepare them for graduation. This tendency could be
related to the female students' perceptions of greater rel=iedness
and continuity between their high school preparatiomn and their
work experience or expectations for the future.

To supplement the question on the schodls' efforts at preparation,
the students were asked how hard they themselves were trying (current
students) or had tried (former students) to get the preparation they
needed for leaving school. In general, the students rated their
own efforts more highly than the efforts of their schools, and the
current students rated their efforts more highly than the former
students rated theirs. Very few respondents, either current or former,
reported not trying at all. Significant differences were found in
the categories 'wery hard,'" "hard," or "a little,” in which 90 to
95 percent of all the rcspondents placed themselves. The work study
students usually indicated that they tried less than the other groups
to prepare themselves. Female students reported trying harder to
prepare themselves than male students.

Student Ratings of Relatedness of
‘Jobs to High School Preparation

Former students were asked the extent to which the first jobs
they obtained after high school were related to the occupational areas
they had studied and how well their high school training had prepared

_ then for these jobs. As would be expected, the cooperative students

did the work study or comparison groups (see Table 7-7).

The female coopecrative students (who were enrolled, for the.
most part, in office occupations) reported somewhat more relatedness
than did the male students, thus supporting the results that have
been reported in previous studies: female students tend to enroll
in occupational courses which have traditionally been identified as
women's work, and these courses usually lead to related employment
following graduation. Relatedness between the course of study and

lPenngylvania Vocational Education Management Information

Directory, Bureau of Vocational, Technical and Continuing Education
(Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, 1974); M. U. Eninger, The Process and
Product of T & I Hich School and Vocational Education in the United
States (Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania: American Institutes for Research, :
1965); and Jacob J. Kaufman, et al., The Role of the Secondary Schools )
in tb - Preparation of Youth for Fmployment (University Park, Pennsylvania
The Fennsylvania State University, Institute for Research on Human
Resources, 1967). -
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Relatedness of Former Students' First Regular Job After

TABLE 7-7

Hligh School to the Occupational Areas They Studied in High School,
by Sex and Work Status in School

Males

Females

' Work Compari- Work Compari-
How Related Co—op Study | son Co-op Study son

% % % % % %
Same as area 227 5 10 26 11 19
Highly related 20 .10 7 27 11 20
Slightly 22 18 12 21 22 14
Not at all - 32 32 48 21 31 34

“h‘Nh~w~_m}§;m;;:“;:;;;a;;.;;;;6;: e e e JY SRS AR J

tionsl area in high school 4 .35 22 4 25 12
Base number L1303 . | 147 297 518 100 369

8pelatedness reported differs significantly‘across both male and female
' groups: Males: chi square = 126.71 p. < .001

Females: chi square

91.61 p. < .001
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employment following graduation is due mainly to the wide applicability
of office skilis and the restricted number of alternative job choices
open to female students. No comparable course of study with such

a large employment market exists for males.

The more job changes that former students report following graduatioz
the less they report their jobs to be related to the courses they took
while in high school. The loss of relatedness is probably due in part
to their willingness to accept any employment, regardless of intarest
or training, due to an uncertain job market. It could also reflect a
kind of "distancing'" effect--it may be that the more experience students
gain in the labor force, the less likely they will be to attribute their
skills to high school training, and the more likely tiey will be to
attribute them to on-the-job experience, 1In any case, this.decrease
in reports of job relatedness 1s consistent across all groups of students

The students' responses to the question about hew well their high
school training prepared them for jobs -correlated "highly with their asses:
ments of job~training relatedaess (r-= .74). (This correlation was
calculated only for respondents who had held at least one regular job
after graduation and who reported haV1ng studied an occupational area
while in school.)

Former cooperative students tended to repnort cxcellent or good
preparation for their jobs more frequently than work study or comparison
(part—time and no job) groups (Table 7-8). 1In all three groups, the
female respondents were more positive about their preparation than
their male counterparts. About two-thirds of the males in both the
work study and comparison ‘groups reported either they did nct receive

training or their training gave them poor or no preparation for their

jobs, but lcss than half of the females in these groups reported the
same. Among cooperative students, only 26 percent of the males and

16 percent of the females claimed that they received little or no pre= .
paration. Surprisingly, 8 percent of both the male and female coopera-
tive students claimed that their nourses did not include training for
jobs.

Current students were asked to project how useful they thought
their training would be after they left high school (Table 7-9).
Cooperative students tended to ant1c1pate that their preparation would
be more useful than work study "students did. Once again, females gave
somewhat more positive ratings.

When asked if they would choose the same course of study again,
about half of the current students answered yes, the other half answered
no or undecided (see Table 7-10). Current cooperative students tended
to respond positively slightly more often than did the respondents in
other groups. True to the pattern already observed, work study students
tended to give the most negative answers to this question. The most
undecided group of students was the current no job group. Former student
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TABLE 7-8

Former Students' Ratings of their High School
Preparation for their First Job, by Sex and Work Status in School

- Males Femalég -
Work Compari- |’ Work Compari~
How Well Prepared Co-op Study | son " [. Co-op Study son
4 Z 4 % Z 4
Excellent preparation ~”17a 6 — 7 20 . 8 16
Good preparation 27 14 10 36 20 27
Fair preparation 22 20 15 21 27 16
Poor or no preparation 26 25 38 16 22 24
e Mdghoschool courses.didmot ) ol e

. include training for jobs 8 35 30 8 23 18
Base Number 303 | 147 297 518 100 369

aJob preparation reported dififers significantly across both male and female
groups: ,
Male: <chil square = 104.41 p. < .001
Female: chi square = 57.29 p. < .001
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TABLE 7-9

Current Students' Ratings of the Expected Usefulness
of Things Studied After They Leave High School,
by Sex and Work Status

Males Females
) Part- Part~

How Useful Will Things Work time No Work time No
Being Studied Be Co-op Study |~ Job Job Co~op | Study | Job Job

% 4 % % % % % %
Very useful 162 | 15 15 20 31 24 27 30
Quite useful 30 16 kie 26 30 20 32 31
Somewhat useful 7 30 28 20 22 22 28 26 22
.A little useful 19 31 22 24 13 19 13 ;;MMMEMWﬂ .
Not at all useful — 5 9 4 7 -3 8 . 2 ... ].2 -
Base Number 282 140 | 472 | 249 | 584 129|572 405

Bysefulness of things being studied differs significantly across both the male and
fenale proups:

Male: chi square = 27.50 p. < .001

Female: chi square = 32.38 p. < .00l




responded in a pattern similar to that displayed by current students.
Again, the work study group was most negative, and female cooperative
students, both current and former, were slightly -more positive

in their responses than any other group.

TABLE 7-10

Willingness of Curtrent Students to Choose Courses
They Were Taking Again, by Sex and Work Status

Males Females

Wouldehoose These ' Worﬁ» ‘Part- | No Work Part- | No
Courses Again Co~op Study time Job Co-op Study time Job

v % % % 7 % % %
Yes 52 43 50 51 63% 51 61 52
Undecided 26 31 24 24 | 19 19 20~ | 27
No | 22 26 26 | 25 | 18 30 19 21
Base number 282 141 476 |246 | s87 129 | 572 296

aResPonses differ significantly among female groups:chi square =

22.88 p < .001.

To summarize the information derived from the questionnaires .about
attitudes toward school, a factor analysis was counducted on the items
from the current students' questionnaire that dealt with these feelings
(see Appendix C-2). The overall distribution of the factor scores
reflected the scores for individual items.

Fealings About Oneself

Until relatively recently, many students and obsecvars have
considered vocational courses to be second class, appropriate only
for those students who could not meet the "more demanding' academic
or college preparatory requirements. To determine whether or not
the participants in this study were conscious of such attitudes in
their schools, the current students were asked if: they ever felt '"looked
down on'" because of the courses they were taking. ' Separate questions
Jrre asked concerning the attitudes of fellow -.tudents and teachers.
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Sixteen percent of the males and 11 percent of the females reported
that they felt looked down on by fellow students sometimes," "often"
or "very often.'" Most of these responses were in the "sometimes"
category. Among the females, work study students were a little more
likely (19 percent) to report these feelings. The question concerning -
teachers included only three response alternatives: "yes," "no," and
"undecided." A strong majority of both groups (74 percent of males,
86 percent of females) replied no, indicating that they never felt
that their teachers looked down on them. The work study males were
more likely than the other groups of males (36 percent) to choose
yes or undecided. Work study students were significantly more likely
to report attitudes of condescension.

The current students were also asked a series of questions designed
to determine whether holding jobs had any effect on their feelings
about their worth as individuals and their sense of compete:ce. It
seemed a reasonable assumption that students who had success in meeting
job responsibilities would have more confidence in tuhemselves. If
such effects were present, however, the items in the questionnaire
failed to measure them.

Seventeen standard self~report items were used, including, "I

take a positive attitude toward myself," and "I wish I could have more
respect for myself.'" The scoring was reversed where necessary, so that

high score always indicated positive feelings about oneself, The
seventaen items were intercorrelated and factor analyzed. Three factors
were identified which accounted for 34 percent of the total variability
in the respouses. The rotated loadings for these factors are presented
in Appendix Table C-3., The low prgportlon of total variability which
the factor analysms explained, 34 percent, indicates that responses
7o the separate items were influenced more bY spéecifie wording of the — T
items than they were by underlying feelings in the respondents. :

Given the internal weaknesses of these items, it is not surprising
that they failed to detect significant differences among the four groups
of respondents. Overall, however, these items present no evidence that
having various types of work experience while in school had any major
impact on how students feel about themselves.

Direct Effects of Holding A Job

The preceding sections of this chapter discussed some of the
general effects thatr holding a job while in school has on students'
attitudes toward school, jobs, and themselves. This sectica turns
to some of the more direct effects of school-sponsored work experience
on the students' career development. These include the students' reports
of the effects of holding a job on participating in extracurricular
activities and on behavior related to discipline problems, including
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consideration of dropping out of school. The students who held jobs
were also asked a set of questions that were designed to assess

their perceptions of the effects of holding jobs on their grades,
relationships with teachers, and feelings of self-confidence. All

of these questions were asked only of current students. As in most
of the other resulis presented in this chapter, the groups were more
similar than different. Where differences were found, however, they
usually suggest that work experience programs are accomplishing their
goals.

Extracurricular Activities

Holding a work experience job while in school, especially one
which takes the student out of the building during regular school
hours, could obvicusly limit the students' opportunities to participate
in extracurricular activities. To assess the extent to which the
extracurricular activities of working students were restxicted, the
current students were asked to indicate all of the organizations or
clubs listed in Table 7-11 of which they were active mémbers.

Perhaps the most significant result reported in Table 7-11 is
the high rate of participation by cooperative students, both male
and female, in vocational clubs such as VICA (Vocational Industrial
Clubs of America) and DECA (Distributive Education Clubs of America).
The percentage of malz co—-ops who belonged to -‘ocational clubs is
more than double that for any other activity listed for males in the
table. Among the females, vocatiunal clubs were reported more frequently
than any other activity for all four groups, and by a wide margin,
most frequently by co-ops.

"In other activities for which significant differences were found, =
the results reveal more participation by students who did not have
school-supervised jobs. These differences, however, are not nearly
of the magnitude of those for vocational clubs. Although work experience
students may be hindered somewhat from participating in a few extra-
curricular activities, they appear to be more than compensated by their
access to vocational clubs--at least among the co-op students.

Discipline Problems

To determine whether or not holding a job had any effect on
certain behaviors which cause problems in school, the curreat students
were asked questions abecut*heing sent out of eclass, being suspended
from school, and number of days truant. The first two questions did
not yield any significant differences among the groups, elther for
males or females, but the level of problem behavior was surprisingly
high. Virtually all of the females (98 percent) and almost all of |
the males (91 percent) reported that they had been sent .to the principal
or the discipline office at least once in their high school years -
because of misbehavior. Four out of five of the females (82 percent)
and over half of the males reported that they had been sent five times
or more, the highest response alternative listed in the questionnaiie.
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TABLE 7-11

School Organizations or Clubs in Which Current Students
are Active Members, by Sex and Work Status

- Moles " Females
) Work Part~ | No Work Part— [ No
Organizations or Clubs Co-op | Study | time Job |Co~op | Study | time Job
Z % % yA Z % 4 %

Vocational clubs - YICA, b Tt

DECA, YHA, FBLA, 4-H, etc. 62 26 23 17 75 39 33 27
Intramural sports 19 21 20 25 10 9 11 10
Interscholastic sports, b 3 b '

cheerleaders 15 16 21 26 8 5 14 i2
Musical, dramatic, or deba- b :

ting clubs, band, glee club 9 5 12 17 12 13 16 17
Hobby c¢lubs - photography, 9 8 9 7 3 5 4 5

model building, chess, etc.
Subject matter clubs ~ history, ] :

science, language, ctc, 7 6 11 10 10 9 14 11

o " service ciubs - Tri-ni-y, | " 1T TV LT T

booster clubs 7 5 10 11 15 12 18 12
Student Government 7 1 5 9 . 71 14 12 17 14
School newspaper, magazine, b

or yeaibool b 6 6 7 6 5 11 9
Other 6 4 7 6 8 ? 10 10
Base number 283 143 476 251 587 130 574 408

Bhese percentages do not total to 100 perecent since any one respondent could be
a member of many or@nonc of the organizatioys listed.

bDifferencns among groups of the same sex sipgnificant at .05 level or less.




It should be recognized that students are sometimes removed from
class as a result of relatively minor infractions. Suspension from
school, however, is usually imposed only for major misbehavior, and
25 percent of the males and 12 percent of the females reported having
been suspended while in high school.

The question on truancy--the only one to yield significant
differences among tie groups—~was limited to behavior in the
current school year. (The students completed the questionnaires in
May 1975 when most were in the eighth month of the school year.) The
differences shown in Table 7-12 are mainly between students who held
jobs, including part-time jobs, and those without jobs. The students
without jobs were more likely to be truant and to skip more days.

TABLE 7-12
Number of Days During School Year that Current

Students Reported They Were Truant, by
Sex and Work Status

Males Females

worg" Part—-| No | Work Part- | No

Number of Days Truant Co-op Study | - time Job Co-op Study time Job
% % % % % % % }i

None | 302 | 32 26 20 | 20 | 18 | 20 | 14

il I EE P T WTSHAW_m_smw_wm43‘hﬂmﬂwm5mmw“mmm¢wy R

3-4 7 12 9 9 7 7 7 6
5-6 11 15 12 10 11 5 12 11
7-8 11 18 16 14 15 24 19 | 16
9 or more 31 18 32 41 44 42 38 51
Base number 283 143 476 251 587 130 - 574 408

aDifference amrng groups rignificant at the .05 level or less:
Males: chi square = 34,00 df = 15 p < .01
Females: chi square = 29.64 df = 15 p < .02
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Table 7-12 provides some indication that school-supervised jobs
had their most beneficial effect on male work study students. 1In
many of the tables in this report, these students are shown to
be slightly more negative than others--less satisfied with their
education and the jobs they obtained, less likely to rate their
preparation as useful, and so on. Table 7-12 reveals, however, that
of all those sampled, the male work study students were the least
likely to be truant or to skip nine days or more.

The data on thinking about dropping out of school lend further
support to the benefits of jobs for the work stuldy students. All
students were asked, "Did you ever think seriously about dropping out
of school?" The percentages that reported they had seriously considered
it, the re:sons they reported for considering it, and the reasons they
gave for not dropping out are listed in Table 7-13.

For all of the significant differences identified in Table 7-13,
the work study groups, 'oth male and female, are represented by the
highest percentages. The work study students--either male, female,
or both-~were the most likely to think seriously about dropping out
and to report that they disliked school and were getting poor grades.
Their reasons for not dropping out (which differed significantly from
the other groups') were: holding jobs while in schvol, and talks with
friends and school personnel.

It should be noted that all of the percentages in Table 7-13
are based on the total number in the respective groups. Among the
work study males, for example, 28 percent of the group reported that
they thought seriously about dropping out. Seventeen percent said
that they did so because they disliked school--a percentage that

. represents.over half. (61-percent). of those who.considered. dropping. ... ... .

out. Among the work study females, the 14 percent of the total group
who said they disliked school represents 52 percent of the students
whe considered drcpping out. The percentages for reasons for
considering dropping out and not doing so are lowered because they are
based on the total in the groups.

These results thus support. those found for truancy: the chance
to hold a job while in school appears to deter the potential dropout.
This, of course, is often part of what work experience programs are
intended to do. '

Attitudinal Effects

To determine how the current students perceived the effects of
holding jobs while in school, they were asked to respond to eighteen
questions such as, 'Does holding a job cause you to get lower grades?"
and "Do you like school better when you have a job?" These responses
were scored on a three-point scale--yes, undec:ded, no--with the most
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TABLE-7-13

Percentage of Total Sample that ‘Thought Seriously About
Dropping out of School, Main Reasons for Considering
Dropping Out, and Rcasons for Not Doing So,
by Sex and Work Status

o . B Males - o Fc;alesm“mm- N
Work |Part—] No Work | Part—| No
Co—-op | Study|time | Job [ Co-oup | Study | time ]Job
28 % |2 % % % % | %
Seriously considered dropping oth - 24 28 |23 |21 18P 27 | 14 14
Reasons for considcring - . .
pisliked school mn* |17 fe | 8| 1| 1| & | s
Conflict with school personncl. 9 | 6 7 4 5 6 | 4 2
Yoor grades 7 10 7 4 2b 8 3 2
Neeaded money 6 12 7 7 3 4 4 3
Marriage or preguancy 1 3 1 1 2 5 1 1
creme. REAsONSs-did.not.drop.out. ... . - o b e e IUURUUNES ISPV SRUSURN U USSP
Got a job while in ~chool Bb 10 6 4 3b 8 4 1
" Talks with friends 8 7 | 7 '5 6b 7 3 3
.Parents would not allow 5 10 6 5 5 7 4 3
Talks with school personnel 4 8 4 3 3b 8 1 3
Grades improved = 5 1 5 4 2 5 2 2
Base number | 283 | 143 [476 [251 | 587 | 130 | 574 [408

a .
These percentagnes do not total to 100 percent. Each figure represents the proportions
of the total sample that reported the answer listed.

bDiffercnccs amorg groups of the samec sex significant at the .05 level or less.
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favorable response always scored 3. Since these questions referred
directly to jobs, only respondents who had held jobs during the
current school year answered them (September 1974 to the time of
completing the questionnaire, May 1975). N
The students’ answers were intercorrelated and factor analyzed
using a principal components analysis followed by a varimax rotation.
Four rather discrete factors were identified. The factor loadings
are presented in Appendix Table C~4. The items which had the
highest loadings on the four factors are grouped and labeled in Table
7-14, which also shows the percentage of each of the groups that gave
a positive response to those items.

The significant differences shown in Table 7-14 support those
found in response to other questions. Male and female cooperative,
students reported on-the~job application of the things they studied
in school more frequently than the other groups. Work study students,
especially females, were the most likely to report pusitive school
effects, e.g., that ho:ling iobs helped to keep them in school. The
co-op and work study jobs were more likely than part~time jobs to
teach skills that were not learned in school and to help students to
d.cide what they wanted to do after leaving school. In addition to
the percentage analysis of these items, the factor loadings were used
to calculate standardized scores for the four factors which were
compared across groups. As would be expected from the percentage
differences, cooperative students, both male and female, scored
significantly higher than the other groups on Factor II, application
of things studied; and work study students, male and female, scored
higher on Factor III, school effects.

The consistency of these results with those obtained at other
points in the questionnaire established the reliability, and to some
degre=, the construct validity of these measures. Table 7-15 presents
the actual interitém correlations.

The correlations which are underlined in Table 7-15 iundicate
the pairs of questions whose content is most similar. For example,
the two highest correlations in the table relate responses on question
73f to responses on questions 64 and 65 below:

73f. Does holding a job help you to apbly the things you
study in school?

64. How well have the things you have studied in high school
prepared you for this job?

65. How often do (did) you use the things you studied in schonl
on this job?



TABLE 7-14

Percentage of Current Students Who Chose the Favorable
Response on Iteme Relating to Effects of Holding a Job While
in School, by Sex and Work Status

Males Females
Job Effcct Ttems, Q 73 Work Part- Work Part-
(Favorable Answers: Y = Yes, N = No) Co-op | Study | time Co-op |Study | time
o ' % % % %
Job~Causcd Limitations b b
c. Harder to find time to study (N) 53 59 43 58b 63 47
q. Narder to do chores at home (N) 58 58 53 58b 70 54
n. Less contact with friends (W) 50 51 51 56b 59 58
a. Get lowver grades (XN) 71 78 69 86 82 77
. Harder to take part in school
activities (N) 22 22 26 30b 31 28
i. Feel less a part of school (B) 57 63 67 62 60 70

Application of Things Studied
f. Apply things studied in school (Y)| 44 27 27 65 39 37
1. Understand things studicd

better (Y) 39° 26 25 52) 40 31
¢. Make courses more interesting (YY) 27 22 19 40 39 21
School Effects b
m. Get along better with teachers (Y)| 32 26 23 29 36 16
j. Continue in school, not drop b b
??t YY) ] 44 53 37 Aob 47 40
d. Like school better (Y) 47b 46 43 49b 51 36
1. Help get better grades (Y) 12 14 7 17 24 9
Personal Effcets
p. Increased confidence in your-
self (Y) 80 78 78 86 82 82
o. Taught skills not learncd in b b
school (Y) 86 86 82 88 86 78
k. Helped to get along with
N peo?le (Y). . ‘ ‘ BIB 79 82 88b 85 8?
« Decide what you want to do (. 60 60 50 74 65 55
n. Make you wish done with b
school (N) 44 33 49 44 &7 51
Range of Base Numbers® 276~ | 136~ | 456- 579~ | 126~ | 557-
! 280 J 140 463 586 130 566

aThase'perccntages represent the proportion of the respondents who held pari~time jobs
while jn scheol and who responded to thc items listed.

bDiffcrcnccs betveen proups of the same sex significant at the .05 level or less.

®Base numbers differ because respondents did not complete all items.
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TABLE 7-15

Intercorrelation of Studenrs’ Perceptions of Effects of Holding Jobs
with Other Related Questions, All Current Studeats Who Held Jobs

)
(3
o
: E o L] @
[+ v u E . £
o Fo) 3} - [ o o o
il ~ 3 W < ¢ c. w Y o
2} o} o] u fJ o 2 4] ] x 7] us - -
Q o] [} 2] ~ ] & 1) 9 3]
Q =~ [~ ] v -t a U = = o ] < [
& u 3] b Y] - - 1 o > >
3} n o ] ] - - o - = o - ) - M
s | = =z P E » 9 S < = =z Jr o
o o ] = [t = o 0 X w ] ~ o
~ i’ Ped [ o o ) o = 4 o 5] [r] n 5
U - o bl b 0 ] 3 U n v 2 4] [} o
~ S = 13 ™~ 2 =] o w = = =] | & 1
Q 73 Itezs 2¢| 24 | 326) 35 37 | 38 | 39 | 43 | 64 ; 65 | 66 | Attll Att2 [Self 11 Self 2
¥ake courses interesting | .23 |.21 |-.02] .19 | .19 .28 |.33 |.26 |.38 .36 |.09 |.34 | .19 |.06 ,61
Apply things studied .22 (.20 f-.03).19 .16 |.30 |.35 [.27 |.36 .53 |-09 {.36 .18 |.06 11
Decide what want to do . | .34 .04 { .00 .06 | .05 |.11 |.17 |.10 .28 |.27 |.18 |.15 | .05 |.06 .06
Continue in School 19 .02 18] .01 | .04 {.06 .06 |.06 |.14 | .16 | .07 .07} .03 |.06 |-.14
Understanding things
studied 25 .19 [-.02) .13 | .15 .27 | .32 .25 |.46 | .43 | .06 .33 | .15 |.08 .05
Cet along with teachers | .18 | .10 .02, .08 | .10 j.10 | .14 | .12 |12 .17 [ .09 ) .13 ) .10 |.04 -.04
Taught things not in :
school 14 ) .01 ,011-,00 | .00 ;.01 | .04 | .01 [.03 | .03 34 .02 {~.01 |.04 A2
Increased confidence .14 | .08 L02) .05 ] .02 | .09 {.09 ;.09 {.12 | .13 | .13 { .11 | .04 ;.12 A3
wish done with school - {=.09 | _°7 |=-.12! .13 .14 | .16 | .13 | .13 —.401 02 =05 | .17 1 .16 | .06 .10

iore: Palrs of observations used in calculation vary from 2087 to 2169 due to missing data.
Any correlation .05 cr higher is siznificant at the .01 level or less.. Correlaticns underlined
are those based on questiens with similar content.
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Question 73f also correlated in the .30's with questions that
related to the usefulness of the material that students studied. 1I:
contrast, question 730 (which asked whether the job teaches skills
not learned in school) correlated substantially only with question
66, "How many things have you learned in this job th.it you have not
studied in school?," and not at all with questions 64 or 65.

In general, the magnitude of the correlations seems to be a
function of how directly the questions tap the same content. In other
words, the respondents appear to be both consistent and discriminating
in~their answers to most of ‘he questionnaire items.

If it can be assumed ... » students' resporses accurately
reflect reality (the correla. 5 in Table 7-15 indicate that they are
at least 2 consistent reflectica), the school-supervised work

exXperience programs scecem to be accomplishing their goals. The cocperative’

programs provide an additional dimension to the training of their
students; the work study programs deter potential droepouts and make
school a more enjoyable experience for them; and both co-op and work
study jobs tend to enhance career planning more than part-time jobs
do. The element of school supervision thus appears to add benefits
to the work experience of students that surpass those that students
receive in part-time jobs they obtain on their own.

Summary

Students were asked to report on (a) how much they liked school,

(b) their satisfaction with courses, (c) how useful their education would
be to them, and (d) how hard they ana their schools tried to educate¢ ftham
for their future lives. Former students were also asked ‘ow related
their first regular jobs were to their preparation in schoe-1l, and all
students were asked a number of questions designed to determine whethir
work experience while in school had any effect on their feelings about
themselves. TFinally, some of the direct effects of holding a job

while in school were explored, including effects on truapncy and dropout
behavior.

Satisfaction with School. Most students, especially among the
females, liked school and were satisfied with the education they were
receiving or had received. Female students in general reported learning
a great deal from their courses more often than males, and female
cocperative students werc nearly three times as likely to report learning
a great deal in their courses than cooperative male students~-probably

provides training in relatively specific skills. Female students, botna
2urrent and former, were also more likely to perceive that their schools
tried hard to educate them than were the male students, and were more
likely to claim that they themsclves tried hard to learn than were males.
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Former cooperative students, especially females, reported more
relatedness between their education and their jobs than any other
group, and tended to assess the quality of the education they received
more positively. About two~thirds of the males in the work study
and comparison groups reported either poor or no preparation for
their jobs; only about half of the females did the same; again, probably
because many females are enrolled in office occupations and subsequently
obtain jobs in that area, whereas the males' programs tend to be
less skill-specific and less directly related to their post-graduation
jobs. Work study students tended to respond somewhat more negatively
to nearly ull questions than the other groups.

Self Esteem. Many of rhe students reported feeling '"looked down
on" by others at least sumctimes. Work study students were slightly
more likely to have had this experience than the other students.
Holding a job while in school does not seem to have any major effects
on students' self-esteem.

Effects of Holding a Job. Holding a job while in school did not
seem to limit participation in extracurricular activities, since the
most striking incidence of membership in vocational clubs occurred among
the co-op students. Other students participated slightly more often
in other extracurricular activities than those who had school-supervised
jobs. Although the incidence of discipline problems among all students
was high, it appears that having a job had the most beneficial effect
on male work ctudy students, who were those most likely to be dissatisfied
with their education and jobs, but least likely to be truant. Work
study studen-s, male and female, were also the most likely to think
about dropping out, but said they did not do so in part because they
had jobs while in school. Thus, the chance to hold a job while in
school appears to deter potential dropouts. Moreover, students with
school-supervised jobs were more likely tc report favorable attitudes
(as measurzd oy quastions such as "Do you like school better when you
have a job?") than students with nonschool-supervised part-time jobs.




FART V

COOPLRATIVE EDUCATION AND THE EMPLOYER
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CHAPTER 8
EMPLOYERS' PERCEPTIONS OF COOPERATIVE EDUCATION*

Introduction

The benefits to students and the costs to students and schools
that are associated with work experience education have been examined
in this study. From a social perspective, employers' costs and benefits
should also be considered, although it is extremely difficult to obtain
precise measures of these components. Employers play an active role
in cooperative education programs that is quite different from the
comparatively passive relationship that employers have with traditional
programs. Although this chapter cannot provide precise monetary estimates
of employers' costs and benefits as a result of their participation in
cooperative education programs, it does furnish an indicative analysis
based on a mail survey of employers of cooperative education students.

The major finding presented in this chapter is that cooperative
students are good ''buys" to empleyers, i.e., the major impetus for
hiring cooperative students is probablv economic rather than altruistic.
Co—-op and regular employees were both reported to possess specific
performance and cost advantages with no clear-cut indication of
superiority for either. While regular employees demonstrated superior
technical and communication skills, the co-~op employees were seen to
be more dependable .and cooperative.

Co-op employees generally entail higher costs for supervision,
training, and paper work. This cost disadvantage is probably at least
balanced, however, by significantly lower salary and fringe benefit
requirements, and lower turnover and absenteeism. For the firms sampled,
the average starting salaries were $2.12 for co-op employees and $2.46
for regular employees. While the salaries of regular employees
correlated positively with the level of skill demanded by their jobs,
the pay of co-op emplovees did not correlate with skill. In addition,
the vocational areas or job duties of co-~op employees did not appear
to affect the level of their starting pay, either in absolute terms
or relative to regular employees in the same jobs. Starting pay for

‘co=ops incredsed, however, 'as both the number of current co-op employees

and the number of regular employees who were originally co-~op placements

*Aithough the original propocil from which the present study emerged
did not include a section on cmployers, and despi:< th» fact that the
results rerorted in this chapter are based on a limited sample, these
findings are indicativa of certain trends which may be of interest to

many rcaders. ) :
- iszd
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increased. Thus, while co--op employees are underpaid both relative
to other employees and to the skill level required by their jobs,
companies which have had the most experience with co-op employees
generally pey them higher wages.

Chi-square analyses indicated that empluyers in different indu-
tries rated some aspects of the performance and costs of co-~op employees
differently. DImployers in wholesale and retail trade and service in-
dustriee wvere much more likely to rate the quantity and quality os the
work of co-op employeces highly than were employers in other industries.
Orientation and training costs were seen to be highest for manufacturing
and construction industries, probably due to the technical nature of
the work in these industries. TFirms which rotated the job tasks of
the cooperative employees reported significantly higher costs for
record-kecping and evaluations of performance

As a whole, employers tended to rank the cost-saving advantages
of hiring co-op students more highly than possible public relations
benefits. 1n particular, participation of employers in cooperative
education programs was viewed as a valuable tool for recruicing new
employees and for evaluating potential regular employees. The public
relations benefits of participation in such programs were, however,
ranked more highly b, branch plants of corporations than by independent
plants.

The next section presents summary data on the characteristics
of the employers and co-op jobs sampled. The third section analyzes
the per?: rmance and costs to the employer of co-op employees relative
to regular employees. The final section discusses the employers
perceptions of advantages that result from participation in cooperative
education.

Characteristics of Employers and Co—op Jobs Sampled

Employers

Questionnaires were mailed to 250 firms which participated in
cooperative education programs, from which 68 completed questionnaires
were obtained (a 27 percent response). The questionnaire contained
sixteen major questionts that stressed the qualitative aspects of the
employers' experiences with and impressions of cooperative education
employees. The questlonnalres were received' from firms in all six of
the areas (SMSAs) that were included in tH““sample, but over 80 percent

“came from~the three largest -metropolitan-areas: -The- -sample-Wag e e

about equally weighted among firms which cooperated with central city
(35 percent), suburban (27 percent), and rural (38 percent) schools, and
among independent companies and branch plants (53 and 47 percent).

Over 50 percent of the respondent companies wer: from the wholesale

and retail trade -ectors of the economy. Service and government firms



represented 25 percent of the total, followed by financial and real
estate companies (12 percent) and manufacturing plants (10 percent).
The surveyed plants averaged roughly 7.5 million dvllars of sales

for 1974 and employed an average of 345 people. All had heen involved
in cooperative programs for at leasc two years and almost twe-thirds
had participated for f've or more years. Forty-three percent said
that co-up students rotated among different jobs at their companies,
but only 13 percent indicated that co-op students received special
training or supervision that regular employees did not recieve.

Coordinators from the schools visited 90 percent of the firms
to chkeck on the studcnts' performance, and 84 percent of the firms
made formal reports to the schools. Only 28 percent said, however,
that they gave students academic grades on their performance. Over
50 percent of the firms .. veyed said that at least 30 percent of
their co-op workers stay«. on as regular- employees.

Jobs

One section of the questinmnaire concerned the occupational
duties, hours, and starting pay of co-ops. The predominant vocational
area was that of business, office, and commercial, which represented
one-half of the sampled jobs. Distributive education accounted for
30 percent, and the remaining 20 percent was scattered among all other
vocational areas. Fifty~three percent of the students were clerical
workers; the others were sales workers (16 percent), servic: workers
(12 percent), skilled craftsmen (10 percent), ot semiskilled operators
(9 percent). Co-op employees worked an average of twenty-one hours
a week. An average of 11.5 regular employees held each of the jobs
listed by employers, three of whom had originally been placed as co-ops,
and 2.5 current co-op employees held each of the jobs listed. The
average starting hourly wage for co-op employees was $§2.12 ﬂompared
to $2.45 for regular employees. The distribution of the co-ops' pay
was strongly centered in the $2.00 to $2.10 range, the standard error
being only $.04. The starting pay for regular employees also had a
mode of $2.10 but was considersbly more dispersed: 44 percent of
those sampled were paid $2.50 or more.

Why co-~op employees should be paid an average of roughly $.35/hour
less than regular employees is not altogether clear. Evidence presented
below indicates that the co-ops' work is not significantly inferior
to that of regular employees; indeed, in some respects it may be
superior. To determine whether cooperative employees' rates of pay_
‘reflect the degree of skill required by their jobs, job duties were
ranked according to the skills necesary to perform them. A value of
one was assigned to jobs which clearly required no specialized skills;
two, to jobs which were not likely to require specialized skills;
three, to those likely to require specialized skills; and four, to
those which clearly required specialized skills. Pearson correlation
coefficients were calculated for the starting pay of both co-op and -
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regular employecs against their respective skill levels. The values
obtained were ~0.0532 for the co-op employees and 0.1843 for reguiar
employees. The former value is not statistically significant; the
latter is significant, but only at the .10 level. These correlation
coefficients suggest that, while the pay of regular employees correspcnds
to the skill lecvel required by the job, the pay of co-op employees is
uncorrelated with the skill requirement. Chi~square analyses revealed
that vocational areas, job duties, or skill levels are not significant
determinants of differences in pay among co-op employees. This is not
surprising since, as noted earlier, co-ops’ starting wages varied very
little.’

In order to create more variation in ti»» wage data, the average
starting salary for co-op employees was subtracted from that for regular
employees and the positive values were retained. This 'wage advantage"
for regular employees was then cross—tabulated with vocational area,
job duties, and skill level. Again no significant differences were
observed. It is diffic .1t to generalize from these cross-tabulations,
however, since less than one-third (twenty-one) of the questionnaires
inciuded complete wage data for both regular and co-op employees.

Two significant differences in co-ops' starting pay among different
worker groups were noted. The first resulted from a cross—tabulation
of co-ops' starting pay against the number of co-op students who held
the same job at a particular company. The differences were significant
at the .10 level, indicating that pay tends to increase as the number
of co-ops employed increased. In jobs for which only one cooperative
employec was hired, wages covered a wider and gemerally lower range.

A comparison w:: also made between the number of regular employees
in the job who were originally co-op placements and the starting wages
of co-ops. In this cane, the differences in starting pay were
significant at the .05 level. Wages tended to increase as the number
of regular emplev es who were originally co-op employees increased.

For jobs in whi 11y one o:x two regular employees were originally
co-op placement. , ..out 7 percent of the workers earned $2.50/hour

or more, whereas in jobs with more former co-op employees, 33 percent
of the workers earned $2.50/hour or more.

This general analysis suggests that (a) most co-op employees
are underpaid relative to other employees; (b) most co-op employees
are underpaid relative to the skill level required by the job; and
(c) the companies that have had the most experience with cooperative

employees are likely to.pay-them higher wages. .Perhaps.some .of the... — ...

pay disadvantage arises from the fact that co-op employees are, of
necessity, part-time employees who are thought to occupy a different
labor market than regular employees, even though they may perform the
same kinds of work. As noted earlier, companies with only one co-op
employee in a given job pay a generally lower t:aough wider range of
wages than those with more co-op employees. Rates of pay for many
co-op jobs may be set on the basis of ad hoc decisions on the part
of the employer. This may at least partly account for the pay
differentials observed between the part—time co-op employees and full-~
time (perhaps better-organized) regular employees.
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Work Performance and Costs of Cooperative Employees

Work Characteristics of Co-ops

In order to evaluate whether the cooperative cmployee is truly
a "good buy" te the employer, it is necessary to evaluate both the
quality of work performecd and the cost per worker. A low-paid
cmployee, for example, may actually be more expensive to an employer
than a high paid employee if he or she produces work of inferior
quality or quantity. Thus, while co-op employees are generally

paid lower wages, we must examine the co-ops' wor! _erformance, as
well as other costs, relative to regular, full-ti-- cmployces in
order to assess savings to the employver. Employers were asked to

comnire the work characteristics of co~op and regular employces
in c¢ach ¢{ seven arezs. The results are presented in Table 8-1.

TABLE 8-1

Comparison of Work Characteristics of Average Co-op Employces
with Average Regular Emplcyces

Companies Peporting Work of Co-op Employees:
Better No Difference Worse

Characteristic of Work Number |Percent Ig;gé;>Percent Nuvber|Percent
Dependability 2% 35 35 56 6 9
Cooperation, working with |
people 15 24 44 70 4 6
Quality of work 12 19 40 65 . 10 .16
Proper usc of equipment 8 13 45 71 10 16
Quantiiy of work, output 10 16 36 57 17 27
Technical knowledge 10 16 35 56 18 28
Communication skills 7 11 39 62‘ 17 27
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It can be scen that while the co-op employees tended to be
rated as somewhat more dependable and coopcrative than regular
employeces, they were also thought to lack specific knowledge and
job skills. This is to be expec since the co-ops' jobs are
part of their vocational trainii,,. Although Table 8-1 reveals
that employers found the quantity of work produced by co--ops to
be somewhat below that of regular employces, the quality of their work
was perceived to be slightly higher.

The employers' low regard for the communication skills of the
co-op cmployees is somewhat surprising--more than twice as many
companies reported co-ops' communication skills to be inferior
to those of regular employees as vice-versa. Perhaps unfamiliarity
with the jargon of the specific job situation could pose a slight
communications barrier, but it is not altogether clear that it
would influence employers' perceptions as strongly as is indicated
in Table 8-1. It is possible that this rating reflects the
widespread dissatisfaction with the basic reading and writing skills
of students in today's schools. ’

In sum, Table 8-~1 indicates that employers have mixed impressions
of the work of co~op employees. Of the work characteristics listed,
ratings of the first three (dependability, cooper:.zion, and quality
of work) tend to favor the co-op employee, and the last four (proper
use of equipment, output, technical knowledge, and communication
skills) tend to favor the reguiar employee. The regular employees'
superiority in the last four characteristics is rather small, however,
and may be equalized by the additional training that co-op employees
sometimes receive. It seems likely that the overall quantity and
quality of the work of co-op employeces probably differs relatively
little from that of regular employees.

Cross—Tabulations of Co-op Performance

In addition to the analysis presented in Table 8~1, several cross-—
tabulation analyses of co-op performarca werz also conducted. It
seemed likely. for example, that the work quality of ¢ ~op employees
would be positively related to the receipt of a grade ior their work
and to the frequency of visits made to the company by the schoocl
coordinator. To test these possibilities, cross—tabulations were
made of worker quality according to whether the co-op employees
received grades, the frequency of school coordinators' visits, and
whether formal reports were made to the students' schcols by
supervisors. From these cross-tabulations, chi-squares were calculated
to test whether the distribution cof performance ratings of co-op
employees differed according to grading and reporting precedures. The
chi-square tests were not significant. There was no evidence that
grading and other reporting measures significantly enhanced the job
performance of co-op cmployees.
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Also investigated was whether the performance of co-ops differed
by industry. wNone of the respondents from the manufacturing and
financial industries rated co-op cmployees better than regular employces
in quality or quantity of work.

service industries, however,

In wholesale and retail trade and
the respondents wera more likely to

rate ~o-ops higher than regular employees.

of work, 25 percent rated the co-ops better, 63 purcent said there

In regard to quality

was nc difference, and only 12 percent rated the co-ops inferior to
regular employees. Similarly, only 22 percent of the trade and

service industry respoudents rated the quantity of work performed
by co-op employees inferior to that of regular employces—-78 percent
ratzd the quantity of worl) produced the same or greater.

Costs of Empleoying Co-ops

To get some idea of the types of costs employers incur with
cooperative students, respondents were ‘asked to estimate whether the
the same, or less than the average

average co-op student cost more,
regular employee who did the same type of work in each of eleven
arcas. The results are summarized in Table S-2.

Comparison of Empleyec~-Related Costs of Average Co-op Employees

TABLL 8-2

with Average Regular Employees

Companies Reporting Co-op Employees:
Cost More No Difference Cost Less
Employcc-Related Cost (in or- » -
der of increasing co-op costs) [Number {Percent Number |Percent |Number|Percent
Recruitment, hi:jdg 0 0 Eg 48 32 52 -
Fringe bonefits 0 0 30 50 3G 506
Wages, salarics 1 2 34 55 27 43
Voluntary turnover of
workers 3 5 38 G7 16 28
Absenteeism, tardincss 3 5 39' 64 19 31
Involuntary turnover of
werkers 3 5 47 84 6 11
Materilal wastage 7 11 52 84 3 "5
Recordkeeping 10 17 43 74 5 9
Training, orientation 10 16 47 77 4 7
Scheduling work times 13 22 39 66 7 12
Supervision 16 27 ‘39 66 b} 7
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It can be seen from the table that employers who hire cooperative
students experience bo"h cost advantages and disadvantages. A consider-
able proportion of firms regard co-op employees as costing less for the
first six types of costs listed in the table and as costing more for
the last five. Co-op employeces appear to be relatively easy to
recruit, demand relatively low pay (and fringe benefits), and exhibit
little turnover or absenteeism. On thie negative side, co—-op employees
are seen to entail higher costs for supervision, training, and paper-
work. On balance, it would appear that overall costs for co-op .
employeces are lower than those for regular employees. Several of the
advantages of hiring co-op students to be discussed below related to
cost savings that accrue to the firm in training the co—~op students as
future rcgular employees. These savings are probably not captured
in the simnle comparisons shown in Table 8-2. Also, given the importance
of wages and salaries in a firm's profit and loss statement, the
savings in this area above may outweigh other costs. Cooperative
education programs thus a;pear to more than justify themselves to the
employer on cost grounds.

Several cross—tabulations were performed to determine differences
in the costs of hiring and training co-op emplovees. Costs wer. compared
according to: (a) industry classification, (b) whether co-op employees
rotat=d among various job tasks, and (c) the firm's geographic location.

Croess-Tabulations of Costs

A much higher percentage (57) of respondents in the manufacturing
and construction industries said that co-cp employees cost more to orient
and train than did respondents in other industries. Given the technical
nature of the work in these industries, this is not a surprising result.
An additional significant difference across industries was noted for
the cost of fringe benefits. As shown in Table 8-2, respondents in-
dicated overall that the cost of fringe benefits for co-op employees
was less than or equal to that of regular employees. When broken
down by broad industry groups, however, an interesting heterogeneity
arises. Only 22 percent of the wholesale and retail trade firms said
that the cost of fringe benefits for co-op employees was less, compared
to 79 percent for other industries. This difference may be largely a
statistical artifact, representing the relatively limited range of fringe
benefits available to all employees in this industry. Such an inter-
pretation gains credence from the fact that no significant difference
in wage costs was noted among these industries.

A chi~square test evaluated the additional costs or savings that
resulted from rotating tasks of the co-op employees. Overall, the
differences in costs when job tasks were rotated were not significant,
but costs related to record-keeping and evaluation of pexrformance were
significantly higher. A similar analysis of cosis by the location of
the firms was not significant.
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Advantages to the Employer

The questionnaire sent to the firms listed seven possible advan-—
tages to employers from participating in cooperative education programs.
The regpondents were asked to rank these in importance to their firms
on a scale of one to seven, with a one indicating the most important
advantage and a seven the least important. The results are presented
in Table 8-3. :

TABLE 8-3

Ranking of Possible Advantages to Employers from Ccoperative Education

Percent of Respondents
Advantage (in order of Mean of Mode of Ranking this Advantage
increasing mean) Rankings Rankings Hig: est (1) {Lowest (7)

Facilitate evaluation of
potential regular em-—
ployces 3.28 3 20 5

Improves comnunication
with and responsiveness
of schools 3.58 2 16 10

Reduces costs of recruit-

ing new employces 3.76 1 ‘ 24 14
Shortens orientation and

training time 3.87 2 14 13
Provides valuable com—

munity service 3.98 1 20 - 12
Reduces employee turnover 4.31 7 8 21

Good for public reclations 4.77 7 3 23

The table suggests that cost-saving aspects may be perceived
by business as the primary advantage of employing cooperative students.
The four possible advantages with the highest mean rankings are
directly or indirectly related to reducing hiring and training costs
for the employer. The advantage whose mean rank was. third--cooperative
education reduces recruiting costs--most clearly addreésses the cost
issue. It was ranked as the most important advantage of cooperativz
education by the largest percentage (24) of the respondents. Facilitating

192

161



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the evaluation of potential regular employees, which had the highest
mean rank, is also a clear cost advantage. Although the mode for this
advantage is not particularly high (3), it was widely regarded as one
of the more important; more than 85 percent of the respondents ranked
it fifth or better. The social and public relations advantages of
cooperative education programs were less highly regarded according to
the rankings. '"Provides valuable community service" and "Good for
public relations" were fifth and seventh, respectively, according to
their means. While the community service aspects were considered
very important by some respondents (20 percent rated it most important),
there was little consensus regarding its overall importance. 'Good
for public relaticns" was clearly the least important advantage
according to most respondents. In general, these rankings suggest
that most employers hire cooperative education students because of
cost advantages rather than for altruistic or public relations reasons.
A chi-square analysis was performed in order to evaluate how
perceptions of cooperative education varied according to the size
and structure of the firms. It seemed probable that a branch of a
large, publicly-owned firm would be more receptive than an independent
company to a cooperative education program due to both its greater
discretionary authority and concern for public relations. The
advantage "Good for public relations' does differ at the .10
significance level between those respondents who represented
independent companies and those who represented larger corporations.
Whereas twenty-three of the thirty-two (72 percent) large corporations
rated this among the top five advantages, only twelve of the thirty
(40 percent) independent companies rated it that highly. Surprisingly,
a significantly greater percentage of independent firms rated the
advantage "Shortens orientation and training time" more highly than
did branches of corporations. This may indicate that the independents
are more likely to subsequently hire the co-ops as regular employees.
Such an interpretation is supported by the advantage "Reduces costs
of recruiting new employees' being ranked significantly higher (at
the .10 level) by independent companies.

Chi-square analyses were also performed to determine differences
in perceived advantages according to the size of the firm. The size of
the firm was measured both in terms of the number of employees and sales
for the location sampled and for the total organization represented
by each plant. Significant differences were noted in perceptions of
the advantage '"Reduce costs of recruiting new employees," but only at
the total organizational level (as opposed to the individual plant).
In the case of employment, the advantage in question was rated relatively
low by very srzall and very large companies (less than nine and more
than 500 employees) and relatively high by intermediate sized companies.
Viewing sales as a measure of firm size, a different and irregular
pattern emerged. Most of the variation in this case occurred between the
smallest sales category, $0 to $999,000, and larger companies. Of
the eight companies in the lowest sales category, three rated "Reduces
cost of recruiting new employees' as the most important advantage
while four of the remaining five rated it the least important.
Companies of other sizes rated this advantage of. only medium importance.
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Employers did not find cooperative student workers to be inferior
or superior to their regular employces overall, but co-ops were
scen to offer many advantages to the employer that tend to outweigh
the disadvantages that are sometimes associated with hiring co-op
students. A major advantage of employing co-op students is that
they tend to be paid lower wages for performing the same work as
regular employces. Regular employees were seen by employers to have
superior technical and communications skills; cooperative employees
were scen to be more dependable and to work better with others.
Although co-ops entail higher costs for supervision, training, and paper-—
work, these are probably at least balanced by lower salary and fringe
benefit requirements, coupled with reduced turnover and absenteceism.
Moreover, empleyers found that participation in cooperative education
programs can reduce rccruitment costs and help them to evaluate potential
regular employces. Although co-ops tend to be paid less than regular
emplovecs, firms which have had more experience with co-ops tend to
pay them higher wages. Finally, employers in different industries rate
some aspects of co-op costs and performance differently. Jor example,
employers in wholesale and rctail trade were more likely to rate the
quantity and quality of work performed by cooperative employees highly
than were representatives of other industries.
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The Pennsylvania INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCII ON HUMAN RESOURCES
State University
University Park,
Pennsylvania
Appendix A-1

STUDENT ATTITUDES,
EXPERIENCES, AND
CAREER PLANS

Dircctions: Your high school is cooperating in a nationwide study of student attitudes,
experiences, and career plans. You have been selerted as a representative of all other students
in the eastern half{ of the United States who are in special kinds of programs. Your answers
are important.

‘We hope you will answer every question. Most can be answered by placing an "X* or
checkmark (¥) in the box that best reflects your own experiences or attitudes. There are no
right or wrong answers. Your answers will be held in strict confidence and revealed to no one
outside the research staff.

Please sign your name on the following linec to indicate your willingness to take part
in this study. Even after signing your name, Yyou still may decline to answer any dquestion you
do not wish to answer or at any point you may decide not to centiuue any further.

Signed Name ~ Date
Printed Name High School
Home Address Telephone _ 3
PRIZE NUMBER PRIZE NUMBER
{CARD 127" -

IMPORTANT INFORMATION

The number in this box enters you in the drawing for the prizes
to be awarded > participants in this study. Make record of this number.
1f you arc a winner, a check will be sent directly to your home. Be sure
you have enterced your correct home address, ’

Q S 1 9 7
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CONFIDENTIAL:

FOR RESEARCH USE ONLY

BACKCROUND JINFORMATIOH

1. Vhat is your age?
18]

1[:] 15 or younger 4[:] 18 years of age

2[:J 16 years of age 5[:] 19 years of age
3[:] 17 yecars of age 6[:] 20 or older

2. Vhat is your sex?

(¢4}
D Male [_—_] Female
1 2

3. Vhat grade are you
{10)
1[:3 9¢h grade

z[:] 10th grade

in?
3 [111th grade

4[:] 12th grads

4. Are you currently taking any of the fol-
1] lowing kinds of courses? (1f more than
one, check major or main one.)

|[:] Business, office or commerical courses
such as bookkeeping, stenography, office
practice

2[:]Distributive'cducation courses such as
narketing, banking, wholesaling

3[:]Health courses such as medical-dental
technician, nurses aide

4l lOCCupational home ¢conomics such as
food service, interior decorating,
child care

5| }Tradc and industrial courses such as
auto mechanics, welding, carpentry

¢[] Tc:hnical courses such as electronics,
industrial chemistry

7[ ]Agriculturnl courses such as horticul-
ture, crop production

5[:]Not taking any of these courses

5. How many brothers and sisters do you have?

Brothers Sisters
Oldcer
12 13}
Younger ——————
1141 1s
.\)
WJ:EEE

P -

6. What is the usual occupation of your father
(1617) {or the male head of your houschold)?
What kind of work does he usually do?

oo[:] There is no male head of the houschold
SKIP TO QUESTION 11

98 [ ] Father usually cannot work
99 [} I don't know
7. Approuimately how mony hours a week does your

pssjfather (or male head of houschold) usually
work? .

'8. Does your father (or male head) belong to a

{20} union?

[ ] Yes [ wo ] pou't know
1 2 3

9. What is the highest level of education
{21} your father (or male head) reached?

|[:]Nonc, or some grade school

;[:]Completcd grade school, 6th grade

3[:] Some high school (7-12), but not a graduate
+[_] Graduated from high school

5[:]V0cational or business school after
high school

n[:]Some college, but not a graduate
7]:] Gradvated from regular 4-ycar college

5[:)Graduatc or professional school after
collepge

9[:] I don't know

Does your father (or male head) do
community work (such as Lious Cilab,
volunteer fireman, Boy Scout leader, ectc.)?

10.
(221

Jxo [] Yes » Approximately how many
0 hours per weck?
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11.
1231

12.

{2+25]

13.

12627]

14.

(28]

E

How many of the years that you have been
1n school has your mother (or the female
head of your houscheld) held a regular
job outside of the house? (By Yregular"
we mean a full-time or part—time job at
which she worked at least six months per
year.) ...

of ] There is no female head of house--
hold—~SKIP to Question 16

9E:]Mother never held a regular job
SKIP to Question 14

l[:] 1 to 2 years 1] _}7 to & years
2[:]3 to 4 years 5[] 9 to 10 years

3[:]5 to 6 yecars 5[] 11 to 12 vears

What is the usual. occupation of your
mother (or female head of household)?

Approximately how many hours 2 week doces
your mother (or female head of household)
usually work?

What ic the highest level of education
your mother (or female head) reached?

1] None, or some grade school
2[:j Completed grade school, 6th grade

3[:]Some high school (7-12), but not a
graduate

4[:]Graduated from high school

5[:]Vocational or business school after
high school

6[ ] Some college, but not a graduate

7[:]Graduaccd from‘a regular 4-year college

8[:]Graduate or professional school after
college

9 [:] 1 don't know

O
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Does your mother (or female head) do com~
municy work (such as Red Cross, hospital
voluntecer, or Girl Scout leader)?

[%] No [:]

15.
129}

Yes -+ Approximately how many
hours per week?

16.
[30]

Docs your family have a daily newspaper
deliveved to your home?

D Yes [:] No
1 0

How many magazines does your family sub-
scribe to?

[} none Dl-—Z [3-4 [[]5 or more
0 ) 2 3

17.
{311

How many books are there in your home

1321 (excluding encyclopedias)?

é 1[:] None, or very few (0-10)

2] A few books (11-25)

3[ ) one bookcase full (26-100)

4 [:]Two bookcases full (101-250)
5[:j'rhrce or four bookcases Full (251-500)

(;[:]A room full-—-a library (501 or more)

19. How many rooms are there in your home?

1231 (Not counting bathrooms, unfinished arcas)
[(J2 or 1ess []4 rooms [ ]6 rooms
[:] 3.rooms [:] 5 roons [:] 7 or more

20. Check all of the following items that your
family has. (Check all that apply.)

(31} ['_l_:] Automobile

135] [:]Automatic clothes washer

{30] [:]Automatic clothes dryer

137} [:] Electric dishwasher

1381 [:]Home food ffeczcr (separate from refriger-

ator)
{3} [:]lﬁr{i or stercophonic set
[40] [:]Dcsk at which you study

4 [:j Set of encyclopedias

121 [:]Tclcphonc
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INFLUENCES ON CHOICE OF COURSE OF STUDY

21.

143]

4]
c.
Hs]

146]

e.
471

f.
(18]

8.
H9
h.
150]

O
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Listed below are a number of experiences that sometimes influence people when they choose
what they want to study in high school. Please indicate whether or not you ever had such
experiences, If you did, please indicate low much they helped you to make your choice by
circling onc of these respouses after cach one.
NA = Not at all helpful ? = Undecided don't know Q = Quite helpful
L = A little helpful : VH = Very helpful
No Yes How Helpful
Did you ever take a course about carecers which showed what 1 ? 304
a variety of different occupations were like? [:] [:]—* NA L ? Q
Did you cver take a vocational interest test which indi-~

cated the kinds of jobs you were likely to find inter-
ESEANE? + o+ @ s ot oe s e e e e e e e e s e s e e e

Did ,ou ever take a vocational aptitude test which indi-
cated the kinds of jobs you would find wost suitable to
gour SKIlls? = « o o v o w w e w e m e e e e e e e > m 1 ? @
Did you ever recad material from the guidance department
or ibrary that described various occupations? . . . . [:]+ NA L ? Q
Did your school conduct any programs OI activities de-
signed to describe to students what different courses

of study were 1ike? . . « L « . 0 e e e s e e e e e e

> w 1 7?2 q
0+ ma 1 7 Qq

M L ? Q

Did you ever discuss your choice of a course of study
with other students? . . o . 4 . 4 e s e s e e e e e e e

Did you ever discuss your choice with your parents? . .

Did you cver discuss your choice with your brother,
sister, or other velatives? . . . . « « o « « .«

(J- m 1 7 Q

[+ m . 7 «Q

Did you ever discuss your choice with teachers? . ., . . . .

Did you ever discuss your choice with a guidance
COUNSELOT?  © v & v 4 4 s 4 4 e 4w s e e e e s e e e s

Did you ever have a part-time or summer job that
influenced your choice? . . . .« o o o 0 4 s e e 0 [:]-* NAL 7 Q
Do you have any hobbiles or leisure time activities

that influenced your choice? . . ¢ v v ¢ o v o o o s o . -

OO0 0 oo oo o oo d
O
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SCHO0L EXPERIENCES AKD ATTITUDES

22. What was the most important reason you 24. Overall, how well do you like school?

[551 chose the course of study you are now {66}
taking? (Check only one) 1[:] Like it very much
1] To be in same classes with {ricnds : 2[JLike it
2D To prepare for employment BD Neutral, neither like it nor dislike it
3[] To prepare for college, business 4[] pislike it

school, technical schiool, etec.
" 5 D Dislike it very much
. 4 D To satisfy parents ‘
25. Which course or Lubject do you like the most?

s D To .stud)- things of personal interest (67t  {Check only onc)

6 D To have casy courses 1 D English

7[:] Followed suggestion of school 2 D Social studics, history
8 D Undecided, don't know main reason 3 D Mathematics courses
5[:] Other (Specify) __ 4 D Science courses

5 D Home economics courses

23. TFlease chcek all of the school organiza- 6 D Industrial arts coursecs
tions or clubs of which you are an active
member. (Check all that apply) 7 D Vocaticnal courses
1
(56} D School newspaper, magazine ar yearbook 8 D Physical education courscs
157} D Intramural sports~~which play other 9 {:l Art and music courses

teems from your own school
o [] other (¥mac?)

1581 D Interscholastic sports-—-which play
tcams {rom other schools, cheerleaders 26. Which course or subject do you like the least?

tes1 (Check only one)

(59} D Student government--such as student
council, class officer I[:] English

[60] DMusi.ca]_, dramatic, or debating clubs, :'D Social studies, history
band, glee club

. JDMathemntics courses
- [61) D Subject matter clubs--such as history,
scicnce, mathematics or language clubs 4D Science courses

= [62]) D Service clubs~-such as Tri-Ui-Y, SD Home economics courses
School Booster Club

GD Industrial arts courses
[63) D Hobby clubs--such as photography,
‘ model building, chess, car clubs 7|:]Vocntional courses

[64) DVocational clubs—-gsuch as VICA, DECA, s [_—_] Physical ecducation courses

FHA, TBLA, 4-U, etc.
9 DArt and music courscs
t6s] [ ] other (Specify)

0 Ej Other (What?)
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27.
[69]

28.
170}

29.
7]

30.
v

31.
{73}

How good arc your grades compared to
ther students?

1 [:] Far above average

2 [__—] Above average

3 D Slightly above averxage
4 D Slightly below average
5 [__] Below average

6 D Far below average

How good a reader do you think you are
couwpared to other students your cge?

! D Far above average

2 D Above average

3 D Slightly above average

4[] siightly below average

s D Below average

€ D Far below average
Since you have been in high school, how
often has a teacher made you report

to the principal or discipline cffice
because you were misbehaving in class?

o[ Never

11 or 2 times *[C] 5 or more times

ZD 3 or 4 times

Since you have been in high schonl, have
you ever been suspended from school (not
allowed to attend for a few days) because
you broke a school rule?

[[Jno [Jyes » a. Now many times?

0

Approximately how many days during this
school year uave you been truant (played

“hooky”)? (Remember all answers are con-
fidential.)

0 D None
1)1 or 2 days

2[:]3 or 4 days

3[:]5 or 6 days
4[:!7 or 8 days

5D9 or more

32, Did you ever think seriously about dropping
out of school?
[JvYes [JNo » sKIP to Question 33
a. \f’!hat were the main reasons? (Check as
many as apply)
| [74] Il:] Marriage or pregnancy
175} D Conflict with teachers, school staff
{76} [:I Poor grades
(771 [ ] pisliked school
178) [ ] Needed money
{791 [:] Friends dropped out
(80} [:] Poor health
(] other (Wat?)
{CAkD 2 2.7] ,
b. What caused you not to drop out? (Check
as many as apply)
1 [j Parents wouldn't let me
191 D Talks with counselor, teachers, other
school staff
j10] [} Talks with friends
111 [] Got a job while in school
(2l D Grades improved
113) D Health improved
f14) D Other (What?)
33. MNow much are you learning from the courses

(151

202

you are taking this year?
1{]1 am
21 J1
SR
a[]z
s(J1

learning nothing

am lecarning a little

am learning an average amount

am learning a lot

am learning a great deal




34, low interesting are the courses you are 38. How useful will the things you are studying

[16] taking this ycar? (20]  be whe. )vullcavc high school?
V[] not at all interesting t[J Not at all useful
2[:]A little interesting _ 2} A 1rele usoful
3 [] somewhat interesting ) Tul
4 D Quite intceresting e o aud
s [] very interesting s very useful

39, JHow useful are the things you are studying

35. llow difficult is it to understand the - 21} to you right now?
[17] materlal covered in your courses?
i[_}Not at all useful

1 [] Very casy to understand
2] A little useful

2[] Easy to understand 5[] Somewhat useful
mewh Fu

3] A little hard to understand
1 D Quite useful
4 D Hard to understand..
s D Very useful
3 D Very hard to understand
40. How friendly are other students toward you?
(22 ‘
’ l D Very friendly
36. 1iow hard do your teachers try to
{18 help you understand the material they 2 D Friendly
cover?
-“D Neutral, neither friendly or unfriendly
1] Teachers try very hard
4 [7Junfriendly
2[3 Teachers try hard D '
s Very unfriendly
3[::] Teachers try a little D
41. How often do you feel other students "look
4[:] Teachers don't try very wmuch 2} down" on you because of the courses you are
taking? '
$[J Teachers don't try at all :
1] very often

37. How much do your tcachers encourage you 3[__:] often

9} to lecarn?
3] sometimes

4 [j Rarely

. s [:] Never
JD Neutral, neither encouraging or

discouraging 42. Do you ever feel teachers "look down' on
141 you because of the courses you are taking?

r:] Yes [:] No El] Undeccided

1 L—_] Very encouraging

2 D Encouraging

4[] niscouraping

s ] very discouraging

O
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43..

25)

During this school yecar have you taken
“any courses that train you to obtain
employment in regular occupations?
of ] Took no such courses - SKIP to Question 47
l[:]Prescntly taking such courses

2[:] Took such courses but not in any
at present

44, Vhat is the title of the course(s) you are
1262) (werc) taking?

45!
130}

Approximately how many total hours per
week do (did) you spend in class for
these course(s)?

1[:] 3 hours or less 4[:] 10 to 12 hours
3[:]4 to 6 hours SI:] 13 to 15 hours
3[J 7 to 9 hours 6[ ] 16 or more hours

46.
(31)

Have you encountered any problems or dif-
ficulties in these course(s)? (Check all
that apply)
l[:}Lack of background in area
2[:]Coursematcria1 is boring, uninteresting
3[Jpifficult subject matter
4{:] Too much work required
5 DAttitudc of teachers .

6 [JAttitude of other students

7 [:]Trcated differently from other
students

8 [:] Other (What?)

9 [:]No problems or difficultices

.

O
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47,
39

48.
1334

agl
124)

50l
13§

51,
136]

How hard do you think your school is trying
to give you the preparation you will need
when you leave school?
1[:] School is trying very hard
2[] School is trying hard
3[] School du . little
4D School is y ' trying very much

5[] School is not trying at all

How hard are you, yourself, trying to get
the preparation you will need when you
leave school?

1[]1 am
2] 1 am
W1 am
a[J1am
s[31 am

trying very hard

trying hard
trying a little
not trying very much

not trying at all

Overall, how satisfied are you with the
education you are receiving in your courses?

l[:]Very satisfied

2[:]Satisficd

3[:]Ncutral, neither satisfied.or dissatisfied
4[:]Dissatisfied‘

S[:]Vcry dissatisfied

If you had it to do over again, would you
choose these .courses again?

" [OYes [Jvo []undecided
©o 2 3

Would you recon-end these courses to other
students?

[[] yes [:] No D Undecided
] 2 3
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EMPLOYMENT EXPRRIERCES

52. During this school ycar, since September 58. What was your starting wage or salary?
1974, have you had a regular job? (By [s335] (Before .any deductions for taxes, Social
"regular job" we mean one you worked at Security, etc.)

~ outside your home, for five hours or more /
<~ jer week, for one month or longer. This $ . per hour/weck (Circle onc)
includes voluntary jobs for which you .
aren't paid.) v 4 - I:j Job is voluntary, not paid -+ SKIP to
v Question 63
Yes No =+ SKIP to Question 74 )
. [] t [;] ° Q ' 59, What is your current (or last) wage or salary?
’ {37) How many such jobs have you had this Is6ss] (Before deductions) :
year? jobs $ per hour/ weeck (Circle one)

(38) How many months of this school year s0. Since September 1974 to the present, ap-

have you had a job? months . [5962] proximately how much total money have you
. earned?

139] Do you have a job at the present .

time? $____ total earnings
l[:]Yes Answer the following 61. Mow much of the work you do (did) is also

questions for your current 631 done by regular, full-time employees?

2 N or most recent job.
[j ° ] l[:]All of the work I do is also done by

53. VWhat do (did) you do on this job, what full-time employees

5] are (were) your main duties?
p-s) ( )y 3[:]Most of the work I do is also done by

full-time cnployces

3[:]About half of the work I do is also domne
by full-time employees

4[:]A little of the work I do is done by
full-time cmployeces :

5[:]None of the work I do is also done by

54. What kind of business or organization do .
full-time employces

(647] you work for? That is, what does the
organization make or do?

62. llow does your rate of pay compare to that
6] of full-time employees who do the same kind
of work? ‘

1 [:]My pay rate is higher than full-time

55. When did you start working on this job? cmployees
/ / 2[:]My pay rate is the same as full-time
Month Day Year employees
56. When did you stop working at this job? 3[:]My pay rate 1s lower than full-time
(4550} enployces
/
Month : Day Year 4 [j I don't know the pay rate of full-time

enployees
[:]Still working at [ b
5[:]No {ull-time employees do the work T do

57. How many hours per week do (did) you

5182 3UC "
51521 ugually work? hours per week

O
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63.
{65}

llow did you find out this job was
available?

l[:] From a friend, member of family
2[:]Contacted coployer directly

3[:]From‘school—placcmcnt office,
. eoordinator, or tecacher

4[] Answered an advertiscment

‘:3[:] State employment service
5[:] Private employment agency
T[Jother (uow?)

How well have the ti..;,4 you studied
in high school preparced you for this job?

04 .
166]

l[:]Very good preparation

21 cood
] Faix
9 J poor
ST very

6[:]Things I study are not related
to this kind of job

preparation
preparation
preparation

poor preparaltion

How often do (did) you use the things you
study in school on this job?

67}
1] A11 the time
3[:]Most of the time
3[:]About half{ the timec
4[:1 Some of the time
5[:]Noﬁc of the time
How many things have you learned on

this job that you have not studied in
school?

(68

P[] very many things
2 [T} Many things
3 [:]A few things

4 [:]Vefy fov things

E] Nothing

w

O

67.
169}

70.
[72)

71.

173)

72,
(741

How wcll do (did) you like this job?
'[J Like it very much

2] Like 1t

'3[:] Neutral, neither like it nor dislike it

4[] pislike it
5[:]Di§likc it viry much

Would you like to continue in this job after
you leave high school?

7] Yes [;] . ["1] Undecided

1 ]

I1s (was) therc someone from your school,
a coordinator, who should visit you and

your employer on this job?

[;]ch E;]No -+ SKIP to Question 73

How ofter does {did) your coordinator visit
you at your job?

1" Jonce a week or more

2[:]Oncc every two or three weeks

3 D Once a month

4[:] Less t“an once a month

5[:]Nevcr visits
How well does yvour coordinator understand
you and know the kinds of things you like

to do?

i[ 7] understands me very well

[ Junderstands me well

3[:]Understands ne somewhat

4] ] Understands me a little
5[]} poesn't understand me at all

How helpful is your coordinator when you
have a problem?

! [:] Very helpful

?2[] Quite helpful
3[:]Somcwhat helpful

4r_]A little helpful

SE:INot at all helpful

LRIC
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73.

[75]
176]
177]
178}
179]

{801

Listed below are some possible effects of holding a job while you are in school.
indicate, by checking Yes or No, if your job(s) had any of these effects on you.

==
0
]

-L

Does holding a job cause you to get lower grades? . « ¢« « « + + &

Does holding a job help you to get better grades? . . « + « + « &

oooouod

Does holding a job make it harder to find time to study? . . . .
Do .you like school better when you have a job? . . . . . . . « .

Does holding a job make your courses more interesting? . . . . .

Does holding a job help you to - iy the things you study in ;chool?

[CARD 3 2.7}

(8]

9]

- 1o)

[l

nzl

3

1]

[s)
[16)
(17}

[is]

119]

£

h.

Does holding a job make it harder to take part in school activities
such as clubs and SPOrts? « « 4+ + v 4 ¢ ¢ o 4 04 4 e e e e e

Has holding a job helped you to decide what you want to do after
you leave high school? + . . v v o o o s o ¢ o 2 s a2 s s s e s e

.

oo o000

U godog o oo o o

Does holding a job'cause you to feel you are less a part of the
the school than the full-time students? .« « « + o « & o s o o s o

Do you think having a job has helped you to continue in school,
NOL GXOP OUL? 4w v 4 o « « s 4 o « o 4 e e 4 e e e e e e e e e e

Has holding a job helped you to learn how to get along wifh people?

Does holding a job help you to understand better the things you
study in school? . . o v ¢ o ¢ &« ¢+ 4 e v e e e e e e s e e a e

O

Do you think you get along better with your teachers when you
have @ 30D? & v v v e e e e b s et e e e e e e e e s e e e e

L]
Has holding a jbb caused you to have less contact with your friends? []
Has holding a job taught you job skills you did not lecarn in school? [:]
Has holding a job increased your confidence in yourself? . . . . . [:]
Does holding a job make it harder to do your chores at home? . . .

Does holding a job make you wish you were done with school and
Working fU]l"Linl'c? * & & e e 8 s s+ & & & e 8 8 a2 8 8 8 s s e e s = D

O00O0dUO-E

Plecase

=
2
~
A
o
o
B
o

|

000000y

O oo o oo

O OoDoooo
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INFORMATION ABOUT JOBS

74. This scetion is a little different than
the others. We would like to find out
1f you know the kinds of work that people
in certain jobs usuallv do. Yor cach job
listed there are three descriptions of
job duties. Please indicate the descrip-
tion you think best fits ecach job. Be
‘sure to read all three possible answers
before you decide.

(20 8. ACETYLENE WELDIR

..... TN

’ v (D
1[:]Builds wooden crates to hold tanks
of dcetylcne gas

2[:]Uses a gas torch to cut metal or
join picces of metal together

3[:]0perates a machine that stitches
the soles to the upper parts of shoes

4[Jvon't know

21] be ASSEMBLER

l[:]Puts together and fixes machines used
on an assembly line

2[:] Takes broken parts off an assembly
line and scends them to scrap area

3[:]WOrks on a production line putting
parts together

a[ I pon't know

122} €. BANK TELLER
1[:] Checks bank records

2[:]Tnlks to persons who want to borrow
moncy

3[:] Receives and pays out muney in a
bank

4 Jpoi't know

ERIC
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1231 d.  DEPARTMENT STORE BUYER

l[Z]Sclects the items to be sold in a section
of a department store

2[ ] Checks on the courtesy of sales people
by shopping at the store

3[:]Buys department stores that are about to
go out of business

4[ Jpon't know

{24] ¢. DIETICIAN
1[:] Waits on tables in a restaurant

Z[Z]Sdggcsts exercises for persors who are
overweight or sick

3] ] Plans menus for hospitals and schools

a[ Jpon't know

1251 £.  DRAFTSMAN

1[:]runccs scale drawvings of products or
cquipment for engineering or manufacturing
purposes

2[:]Mixes and serves drinks in a bar or
tavern .

ﬂ lPushcs or pulls a cart in a factory or
warehouse

a[ Jpon't know

126} 8- LCONOMIST

|[:]Prcpnres menus in a hospita’,
other such establishment

hotel, or
2[:]Docs research on such matters as general
business conditions, unemployment, etc.

3[:]Assists a chemist in developing chemical
formulas

4[:]Don't know
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{217 h. FORK LIFT OPERATOR

ID Operates a machine that makes a2 certain
kind of agricultural tool

2{J Operates a freight eclevator in a ware-
house or factory

3[:]I)rives an electrical or gas powecred ma-~
chine to move material in a warchouse
or factory
a[Jpon't know
f28) 4, HOSPITAL ORDERLY

l[:j llelps to take care of hospital patients

2[ Jorders food and.other supplies for
hospital kitchens

3[:]works ~. hospital desk where patients
check in

4[ Jpon't know
129} j. KEYPUNCH OPERATOR
l[:]Operates a machine which sends telegrams

2[ iOpcrates a machine which punches holes
in cards used in computers

3[:]0pcratcs a cordless telephone switch-
board and pushes switch keys to wmake
telephone connections
4[Jpon't know
] k, MACHIRIST

‘[:]Makcs adjustments on automobile, air-
planc, and tractor eangines

2[:]llepairs clectrical equipment
3[:]ScLs up and operates metall lathes,
shapers, grinders, buffers, etc.
" 1[I pon't know
' &‘ (1] 1. *MEDICAL ILLUSTRATOR

d ]Draws pictures of medical uniforms for
use in ads

2[] Teaches medical students correct oper-
ating pzuwccdures

3| lDrnws pictures that arce used to teach
anatomy amd surgical operating procedure
4[] Don't kmow
O
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(327m. NURSES' AID
! [:]Teachcs nurses how to take care of paticents
z[:j Tests blood samples of hosplital patients
3[:3 Scrves food to hospital patients and per-
forms other duties to make patients com-—
fortable
4 [ ]pou't know
i33jn.  QUALLITY CONTROLLER IN BAKERY

) [:]Finds out if packages of pastries arec
the proper weight

2 [:]Tells bakers what to do
3[:]Keeps records of how much bread is soid
8 D Don't know

{34} o, SOCTLAL WORKILR

lL:]Conducts research 6n life in primitive
societies

2[ ] writes newspaper stories on marriages,
engagements, births, and similar cvents

3[:]¥brks for a velfare agency and helps
people with various types of problems
they may have
4+ [ Ipon't know
{35] p. ° STATIONARY ENGINEER

:[:j Works at a desk, making drawvings and
solving engineering problems

2| |Drivcs a locomotive that moves cars around
in a freight yard

3| lOpcrates and maintains such cquipment
as steam boilers and generators

4 [:] Don't know
36] Q- STATISTICAL CLERK .
1.} solves business problems using 4 computer

2 [:]Makcs calculations with adding machines
or a desk calculator

3] |Proparcs bills and statements for customers

4 [::] Bon't know
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FUTURE PLANS

75. What arce your main plans for when you 77. What kind of problems do you think you may
{37} leave hiph school? (Not including part- have getting the kind of job you want? (Check
time or summer. plans. TFor example, if all that apply.)
you plan to attend college full-time and 1
work part-time, check attend college. 1421 [_] May not be able to meet requircments such
If you plan to work in the sumncr and as grades, test scores, ctc,
then go into military scrvice, check
military secrvice.) 1431 [:]Nany.others sceking same jobs
;[:]Ger a full-time job 441 [:]May have to leave this arca .
2[:]Attcnd vocational, technical orx 1451 [:]May not: be able v Jldtional cdu-
business school full-time catio,, . oiaang
,[:]ALLcud Siege full time 46) [:]May not be able to pay for nccessary

tools, cquipment
4[:lGo into military service
147} [:]Expect no problems
s[Z]Bc a housewife

(5] [ ] other (What?)
6[:]0ther (Specify)

‘ 49} [:]Don't know if I will have any problems
7[ ] undecided » SKIP to Question 76
' 78. How much money per week do you think you

133) a. How sure are you that this is what you will be making one year and five years alter
will do? you finish your education?
' 50 L[5
‘1[:]Very sure a. Oné }ear b. Five years

2[] Quite sure O
3[] somewhat sure ' , )
a[ ] A little sure [
s[ ] Not at all sure ]

76. VWhat kind of job do you hope to get after <]
{w-u) - you finish your education?

' . 1 []
[:]Undccidcd -+ SKIP to Question 78
. s [
(¢1) a. How surc are you that this is the kind

of work you want to do? 9[:]

$100 or less
$101 to 140
$141 to 180
$181 to 220

. $§221 to 260

$§261 to 300

$301 to 340

$341 or more

O00oogacoad

No idca, can't esti-
nate

x[:]Very sure

79. -If you could do anything in the world of
21:3 Quite sure (s253; work that you wvanted to, what would you
most like to do?

BH:J Somewhat sure

éiﬂ:] A little sure

S*ED Not at all sure
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OP1INIONS ABOUT ONE'S SELF

80.

(1511

156]

157)

(58]
(59

(60]

t66]

{67}
(68]

169}

170

O

Listed below arc some statcments of how people feel about themselves.

sponsces aftcer cach one,

ERIC
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SA = Strongly Agree ? = Undecided

A = Agrece
I am able to do things as well au wost ol by people. ., . .

1 have always felt pretty sure my life would work out
the way T wanted 3t o . . o v v o ¢ o s o o o 4 4 4 4 s

I take a positive attitude toward myself . . . . . . . . .

I would rather decide things when they come up than always
try to plan ahead . . . . . . 4 6 e e e e s e 0 s 44 .

All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure . .
I feel I do not have much to be proud of . . « . . . . . .

I nearly always feel pretty sure of myself even when people
disagree wit,\ me ¢ & & 6 6 & & e @ e ® & o € o & & o &«

1 seem to be the kind of person that has more bad luck
than good luck . .« « + 4 . 4 . ¢ ¢ ¢ e e e 4 4 e e 4. 0 e

I feel that I have a number of good qualities . . . ., . .
I wish I could have more respect for myself . . . . . . .

I never have any irouble making up my mind about important
decisions + o 8 & & e 4 4 e g ®» e & & & & 5 & & & o e & o

There's not much use for me to plan ahead because there's
usually something that makes me change my plans ., ., . . .

1 have often had the feeling that it's no use to try to
get anywhore in this life. . . o o ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ v ¢ v o o o o

At times I think X am no good at all . . « « + ¢ o« + & & &
I certainly feel useless at times « « ¢« « o o ¢ o 4 o 4 .

I have always felt that I have more will power than most
people have .« « « o o o o L L0 e e e e e e e 0 e

I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an cqual
planc with others o . . . 00 0 o o v o 0 o 0 v 0. .

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR
YOUR COOPERATION
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. « SA
. « SA
. » SA
. « SA
.. SA
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. -« SA
. « SA
. + SA
. « SA
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. « SA
. « SA
-« SA
« « SA
. « SA

1y Disagy. »

.ree

A

T

.3

-

-

D

Indicate the degree
to which you agrece or disagree with the following statements by circling one of these re-
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Appendix A-2

HIGIH SCHHOOL AND AFTER

A STUDY OF HIGII SCHOOL ,
EDUCATION AND POST-HIGH SCHOOL
EXPERIENCES




CONFIDENTIAL: FOR RESEARCH USE ONLY 4.
e 116-17})

________ ! This questionnaire is about

your high school education and your exper-~

ience since leaving high school. It also

contains some questions about your mother

and father.

Most questions can be answered by put- o
_ting an "X" or checkmark (¥) in the box

that best reflects your own experiences oo

or attitudes.
+  any question.

You may decline to answer °

Please sign your name on the following o8

line to indicate your willingness to par-
ticipate in the study.

Signed Name

Date

5.

Are you willing to have your high school (18]

release to Penn State your grade point
average and an IQ or similar test score?

D Yes D No

BACKGROUND 1NFORMATION

What is your age?
' 18-9]
What is your sex?

D-Male D Female
1 2

What month and year digd yoh graduate
(or leave) high school?

Month Year

111-12) [13-14) @
a. How good were your high school
us)]  grades compared to other students?

1[:]we11 above average . ‘ 6.
: 119-201
z[:]slightly above average

,[:]Slightly below average

4l !Well pelow average

ERIC
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89

When you were in sehool, whut was

the usual occupation of your father.
(or the male head of your houschold)?
What kind of work did he usually do?

[:]Yﬂ1ile I was in school: there was
no male head of household

[:]Father usually could not work
while I was in school

] 1 don't knc-

How many of the years while you
were in school did your mother

(or the female head of your house-
hold) have a regular job outside
the house? (By "regular'' we mean

a full-time or part-time job at
which she worked at least six
months per year.)

[; 1 to 2 years —j] 7 to 8 years

E; 3 to 4 years [;]9 to 10 years

[;]5 to 6 years [;]11 to )2 years

[:]while 1 was in school there was
¢ pno female head of houschold:

SKIP to Question 7

[:]Mother never held a regular job
$  SKIP to Question 7

What was the usual occupation of
mother {or female head of house~
hold) while you were in school?




7. What is the highest level of education

your fathier (or wale head) and wmother

(or female head) reached? 9. VWere you a co-op or work-study student
1280  (part—time school and part-time work)

Father 121) in high school?
1

I—— HMother (22)

U
[[J¥es []No- SKIP to Question 10
T

|
v
1 None, or some grade school ;
. D D & i a. Did you continue with the employcer
2 Completed srade school, 6th ! 1221  you worked for in high school
D grage & ’ “ after you left school?
1 0

2 EJ Some high school (7-12), but DYes D No -+ SKI),P.E:O

not a graduate + Question 10

. b. Are you still with <his employer?

4 D Graduated from high school - 130)

1 °
D Yes D No
¥

¢, How long did you stay
with this employex?

[[] vocational or business school
after high school

E] Some college, but not a graduate

OO0 00 O 0

_ yecars months
- (IFT)

D Craduated from regulax 4-ycar T3]

college

10. VWhat was the most important recason you

2 D [ ] ¢raduate or professional school 134} chose the C‘;’UTSG_M‘: study you took in
after college high school? (Check only one)

9 D D 1 don't know , 1 [[]To be in same classes with friends

2 D To prepare for employment

HIGH SCHOOL EXPERIENCES

3 DTo prepare for college, business
school, technical school, ctc.
8. While you were in high school did you

[23) take any courses that trained you to- 4 DTo satisfy pavents
obtain cmployment in regular occupa-
tions? : 5 | ] To study things of personal
1 ) L interest
[ JYes []No » SKIP to Question 9 “
+ i ¢ [_] To have easy courses
a. VWhat was the title(s) of the -

(242730 course(s) you took? 1 2 [_] Followed suggestion of school

s [ ] Undecided, don't know main reason

s [J other (Specify)

214
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11. How hard do you think your school
135) tried to give ycu the preparation you
needed vhen you left school?

POST-NIGH SCHOOL EXPERIENCES

15.° Since you have been out of high
b D School tried very hard school, how many months have you--

. Months
2 [:I School tried hard a. Worked at a full-time
‘ . ob (35 hours or more
3 D Schiool tried a little I_: g wergk)?
[39-40)
« [] School did not try very much [ b. Attended school or '

college full~-time?
5 D School did not try at all : B R7TeTTE
c. Been unemployed and

- i looking for work?
12. Mow hard did you, yourself, try to 24 T

136} get the preparation you needed when

you left school? d. Been on active duty

with the military?
’ [4%-46]
I tried ver .
’ D e very hard e. Not had a job because
i you were keeping house?
2 D I tried hard P
{£f. DBecen unable to work .
due to sickness or

. j C '? ———
4 D I did not try very much ingurs 149-50]

s [ 11 tried a little

id 16. What were you doing most of last
I did not try 11
® D l vy ae all ts1) week? (Check only one.)
1 [:] Working at a full-time job

13. Overall, how satisfied are you with
(35 hours or morc a week)

1371 the education you received in high

school? .

2 D Working at a part-time job

2 [ Very satisficd ‘ 4

_J 3 D On. temporary lay-off from a jub

2 [:__J Satisfied

4 D Looking for work
s [_JNcutral, ncither satisfied nor

dissatisfied ] [:] Going to school
« [ Ivissatisfied l € D Serving in the military -
]
8¢ [[Jvery dissatisficd i 1 [} keeping house

8 Dl!nablc to work because of -#11-

l4. XI{ you had it to do over again, would ness, injury

you choose the courses you took again?

D Yes D No D Undecided
H 2 3

138)

[ other (Wnat?) _

e

Y

El{fC‘ | 210

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




17, Please answer these ques- First Regular Job | Job Held for Current or Most
tions for each of these jobs = | After High School | Longest Time Recent Job
If any of the jobs are the same, 4 ,‘ -
: 2
Check the eppropriate box and put | (One you expected 1[:] Same as first “ 1[:} Sane as first job[‘]
your answers in only one column. | to keep, not a job
seasonal or part- %:] Szne as longest
tine job.) job
15243 T8
a. What is (vas) this job ] (i q li524]
called?
54,55 )
b, Fhat are (were) your main .81 .78 a4
tasks on this job; what do
(did) you do most of the time?
¢, What does (did) the employer ‘ 841 ' (it (z530)
you worked for make or do?
T 5859] | [Cuf 223 89 %
d. What month and year ¢id you Smnﬁg_hﬁol[ﬂuﬁm_Yg_(]SmNMo Yr e
t e this job? -
start and Leave this Job Leave:Mo__ Yr Leaverdfo  Vr__ Leave:Mo Ir_
{60] (10) (22
e. How did you find out this
job was available’
§1:64) 114 3
f. What was your total starting | Starting: [ Starting: W Starting: k)
and leaving (or current) § $ .
wage or salary before any de- hour /week/month hour/week/month hour /week/moath
ductions for taxes, social se=| (circle one) (circle one) - (circle one)
curity, ete.? If you received | Leaving: (6548) | Leaving: (1518) | Leavingi™ (3841)
tips or other pay, estimate $ $
what you averaged. -1 hour/week/month hour /week/nonth hout /«veek/month
63+70 1920 ' 4243
g+ How many hours a week do i e el
(did) you usually wozk? __hours per week __hours per week | hours per weck
s 171) a1 [49)
n. low related 1s (was) this job |3 [] Sane as 4rea [] Same as area [] Same as area
to the occupational area you
studied in high school? 2[:]Highly related [:] Highly related [:] Highly related
[]0id not study an ocoupa- |3 ] Slightly ] stightly (] stightty
¥ tional area in nigh school e
o S ‘4[:] Not-atall” - [:] Yot at-all" "““[z]'th“at all

Question 17 continued on next page
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17. (Continued)

First Regular Job
After High School

© Job Held for

Longest Time

Current or Most
Recent Job

) . {72) (22) : 43)
1. FHow well did your high 1D Excellent pre- (] Excellent pre- D Excellent pre-
school training prepare you paration paration paratioen
for this job?
2[_] Goed prepara- (] Geod prepara- (] 6ood prepara-
[7] tigh school courses did tion tion tion
o not include training for .
jobs 3| | Fair prepara- D Falr prepara- I] Fair prepara- .
tien tion tion
+l_J Poor or no (] poor or no ] Peor or no
preparation preparation preparation
— (731 ) i (23] . .. 48]
j« Overall how satisfied are 1{_| Very satisfied D Very satisfied D Very satisfied
(were) you with this job?
How well do (did) you like 2[_] satisfied [ satisfied [ satistied
it? _
3{ | Dissatisfied [J pissatisfied. [] pissatisfied
. Y
4|_|Very dissatis- D Very dissatis- [:] Very dissatis-
fied fied fied
3 fmr o ——
= - — -
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FUTURE PLANS

19. What do you think you will be doing
one ycar from now?

tsv-56) [ | Working » What kind of job?

157-59} [:}AtLending school, collepe + What
will you be studying?

160} [:] In military service

{61} [:] Reeping house

{62-63) [:]Othcr (What?)

164} [:] Undecided, don't know

20. Now much money per week do you
165, 663 think you will be making one year
- and five years from now?

One Ycearx

Five Ycars

,
2]
3D
s 1
o]
8
s []
» ]

] $100 or

{(]s%1m
] s1a1
{]sis1
{Js22a
(] $262
1 $303.

to

to

to.

to

to

to

-[:]~$341 or

less
140
180
220
260
300
340

more |

(] #0 idea, can't
estimate

21. = mou could do anything in the
1e7ax) wrriid of work that you wanted to,
wihzar would you most like to do?

ERIC 220
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Appendix A-3

Work Experieﬁce—-Vocational Course Code

01 General-academic

02 College preparatory ) ] o
Work expe%ience courses not directly linked with a specific vocational

area

03 Work-study, work experience (n.e.c.)

04 Job entry (n.e.c.)
(Note: In there are job entry occupations under each of the

vocational areas. If area not indicated in Q4 use- -this in also.)
05 NYC (Neighborhood Youth Corps)
06 SET (Selected Employment Trainee)
IWE (Individualized Work Experience)
17 JN ROTC
08 1Industrial arts, general vocational (small schools)

10 Business, office,'commercial (n.e.c.) e

11 Accounting, bookkeeping, record Keeping

12 Clerk-typist (General clerical, office/clerical practice)
13 Data processing

14 Office machines

15 Stenography (shorthand, dictation, transcription)

16 Typing
17 Specialized business courses (law, finance, administration, per-
sonnel)

18 Academic instruction related to area (Engllsh math, science)
19 Job entry--business

(NOTE: 1If more than two courses in this area are listed and one is
~ stenography or shorthand, be sure to code 15)

20 Distributive Education (DECA) n.e.c.

21 Advertising, sales promotion

22 Banking, finance, insurance, real estate

23 General merchandising, retailing, wholesaling

24 Marketing

25 Specialized (floristry, automotive, hotel—motel hardware, mw=ms—
portation)

28 Academic related to area

29 Job entry--DE

30 Healtﬁ (n.e.c.)

. 31 Dental assistant (dentist office)
32 Dental techmician (laboratory)
— 33__Health/medical assistant(pbysician-office)—(medical-secretary,—medical:
34 Medical techmician (laboratory) office practices)
35 Nursing ( practical nursing, nurse aide)
Specialized (ophthalmic, radiological, rehabilitation)
Academic related to area
Job entry--health
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40 Home economics, occupation (n.e.c.)
(Note: Do not code courses such as homemaklng, family living,
consumer education, food preparation, etc. The courses coded in
the categories below should be those designed to train students
in employable skills.)

41 Baking (commerciall)

42 Child care, guidance

43 Clothing management, textiles, commercial sewing
44 Food services (science), food management

43 Home furnishings equipment service (upholstery)
46 Institutional management

48 Academic related to area

49 Job entry--home economics

TRADE AND INDUSTRIAL COURSES VICA

50 Trade and industry (n.e.c.) (woods)
51 Appliance--electricity group (n.e.c.)

52 Appliance repair

53 Air conditionimg and refrigeration

54 Electric power (lines, motors, generators)

55 Industrial electricity

56 Radio-TV
(Note: This group does not include electric wiring which is code 64
under construction and maintenance.)

57 Automotive group (n.e.c.)

58 Auto body

59 Auto mechamics

60 Auto service (service station attenzZmnt)
61 Small (gas) engine r=pair

62 Construction, maintenance group (n.e.c.;

63 Carpentry

64 Electric wiring

65 MaZfntenance reparT

66 Masonry (bricklayzng)

67 Plumbing
(Note: This growp does not include. construction technology which
is code 82 under technical occupations.)

68 Metal working group (n.e.c.)

69._Machine.operation

70 Ornamental metal fabrication
71 Sheetmetal (heating—-ventilating)
72 Welding
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73
74
75
76
78

79

80

90

Cabinetry (millwork, furniture)

Commercial art (photography)

Coz=metology (barbering)

Primting

Academic related to area

Job entry—-—-T&L

(Note: If it dis not clear from the answer to Q 44 whether the student
should be classified in a T&I or technical code, make the following
cross checks in the order listed: (1) check-student's response to Q 4
and code to agree with student, (2).&f"Q 4 is not helpful, check the
student record card as to.schid6l program; (3) if school program not
helpful, check I{y: "Students with IQ of 110 or above code technical;
(4) if no IQ score, code under appropriate T&I code.

Technical (n.e.c.)

81
82
83
84
85
86
87

88
89

Chemical

Construction .

Drafting and design (mechanical drawing)

Electronic

Environmental

Mechanical

Other specialized (aecrospace, human service, public service,
indusry management)

Academic related to area

Job emxtry-—technical

Agriculte (n.e.c.)

91
92
93
94
96
a9

Agrizlturs? production
sgricalionral meckhznics (maclkzinery)
Hortirmuloare

Acaczmic welated zTo arca
Job mmtrv-—agriculture

223

195 R

s



Appendix A-4

Two~Digit Vocational Education
Related Occupational Code

Occupations not directly related to specific vocational areas

{(Note: Use these categories only if it is not possible to code an
occupation reasonably under a voc. ed. area.)

01
02

03
04
05
06
09

Unskilled work, typical ''young person'" jobs (manual lator, pinboy
in bowling alley, parking attendant)

People oriented professional (lawyers, teachers, social worker,
clergyv, etc.)

Journzlism, reporter, broadcaster

Scientific professional (physical or social)

Entertainer, athelete

Military service

Professional level, oroprietor (n.e.c.)

10 Business, officc, commercial (n.e.c.)

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
19

General office worker (clerk, receptionist)

Typist

Secretary, stenographers

Bookkeeper, record processor, billing clerk, filing
Data processing (keypuacher, computer operator)
Office machine operatoz=s, telephone operator
Bankteller, cashier

Professional 1l¢we¢l, proprietor, accountant, auditor

20 Distributive Education (n.=.c.)

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Retail-Wholesale (sales clerk, n.e.c.)

Grocery {(bag boy, stocker, checker, produce man)

Apparel, footware N

Departmemt store, cctalog sales

Specialiry (flori==s, gift shops, hardware, furnitur=)
Solicitor (telepw: ==, doeor-to-door)

Delivery mam, tru: . driwer (n.e.c.)

Insurance, finance. real estate

Professiomal level, proprietor

(Note: This category does not include service station atten-
dant which is coded 60 or agriculture sales which are 92.)

30 Health {(n.e.c.)

31
32
33
34
35

———————3G—0ther s talwork-(orderly; ivtary aide)
"Professional lewel (M.D., denrist, Teglstered nurse. veterinarian)

39

Dental assistant (dentist office)

Dental trechmician ((Iaboratory)

Health/medisal ass@stant (physician's officn)
Medical teommicran (iwospital, laboratory, X-ray)
Nursinur, (practical nursing, mzrse aide)

294

197



40 Home economics (n.e.c.)

50

57

62

41
42
43

44

45

46

49

Baking (commercial)

Child care, guidance, teacher's aide

Clothing management, textile (tailor, scamstress, dry cleaner)
(Note: This category does mot include clothing sales which

are coded Z3.)

Food services (chef, cook, waiter, waitress, bus boy, bartender)
(Note: This category does not include grocery occupations which
are coded 22.)

Home furnishings, decmzatlons, upholstery

Housing, hotel, motel :desk clerk, beliman, chambermaid,
cleaning lady, park atrzendant)

Professional level, prmprietor

TRADE AND INDUSTRIAL COURSES (VIC)

Trade and Industry (n.e.c.)

51
52
53
54
55
56

Appliance--electricity group (n.e.c.)

Appliance repair

Air conditioning and refrigeratiorn

Electric power (lines, motors, gemeratcTs)

Industrial electricity

Radio-TV

(Note: This group does r.ot imclide electric wirimg wizich is
code 64 under constructi on aumd mEintemance.)

Automotive group (n.e.c.)

58
59

60"

61

Auto bod¥

Auto mechanics

Auto serwice (service stzion atroendant)
Small (gas) engine repaix

Construction, maintenance group (nm.e.c.)

63 Carpentry
64 Electric wiring
65 Maintenance repair. smuinting
66 Masonry (bricklayimy)
67 Plumbing
68 Metal working group (m.e.c.)
69 Machine operation
70 Ornamental metal fabrication
71 Sheetmetal (heatimg—ventilating)
72 Welding
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73 Cabinetry (millwork, furniture)
74 Commercial art (photography, artist, modeling)
75 Cosmetology (barbering)
76 Printing
- 79 Professional level, proprietor
80 Technical occupations (n.e.c;)

81 Chemical, metalurgical laboratory, refinery, manufacturing

82 Construction related, surveyors, construction drafting

83 Drafting and design (mechanical, electrical)

84 Electronics

85 ELEnvironmental

86 Food processing

87 Other engineering or science (n.e.c.)

88 Otherspecialized (human services, public administration,
maragement, fireman, policeman, etc., mortician)

89 Professional level, proprietor, engineer

90 Agricuiture (n.e.c.)

91 Agriculture production (farmer, farm labor picker)

92 Agriculture machinery, products sales and service

93 Horticulture (landscaping, golf course supervision, nursery
operation, gardener)

94 Forestry, lumbering occupations

95 No response

96 Cannot classify (general open-end that cannot be tied to specific
occupation)

98 Professional level, agriculture

99 Undecided ‘ :

(Note: Professional level agriculture 98 is out of numerical order.

Codes 95, 96, and 99 are the same as standaxrd occupational code.)




Appendix A-5

(A) School Building and Expenditure Data

Name of School District

Nanme of School

Respondent's Name g ___Phone #
Date
1. Current Insured Value of Building (1974-1975) $
2. Original Building: Year
Constructed Cost Square Feet

$ Sq. ft.
3. Additions and/or Remodeling#

Cost of Square Remodeling

Year Addition Feet Cost

lst Addition or Remodeling $ | _sq.ft. §
2nd Addition or Remodeling
3rd Addition or Remodeling T
4th Addition or Remodeling
4. Debt Service (1974-1975) $
5., Total Administrative Expenditures (1974-1975) $
6. Total Current Expenditures (1974-1975)%% $

* Square fcet refers only to additions. Please circle "Addition" or
"Remodeling." Only include significant remodeling.

** Exclusive of capital outlay.
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(B) All-School Data

Work Experience Nonwork E:
Vocational Education Vocational

1. Enrollment (A.D.A.)

2. Number of Teachers

3. Average Teachers' Salary/yr.
4. School Year Length (Days)

5. School Day Length (Hours)

¢0¢




If
to

9'

l0.

12.

13.

(C) Work Experience Vocational Education
Program Cost Data (1974-1975)

(Please fill in onc form for each program)

Work Experience Program Title

Number of Teachers in Program-F.T.E. : #

(F.T.E.——~full—-time equivalent)

Average Annual Salary/Teaéher $

Fringe Benefits as percent of salaries %

Number of Coordinators for this Program (F.T.E.) #

Average Annual Salary/Coordinqtor . $
Travel E#penses'for Coordinator (s) $
Secretarial and Clerical Assistance (F.T.E.
Secretarial f#
Clerks | i _
you estimate that one secretary devotes one-eighth of her/his time

this program, enter 1/8th in the appropriate space above.

Average Annual Salary/Secretary $
Average Annual Salary/Clerk $
Any other special persocmnel associated with this program. Please

list (e.g., paraprofessional).

Personnel Title F.T.E. (This program) ' Salary

| s
Number of students in program (ADA)
(ADA--Average Daily Attendence)
Program Length (in weeks) : weeks
Average Hours/week In-School Laboratory or shop instruction for

this program hours

230
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14. Average hours/week In-School Nonlaboratory or nonshop instruction
for this program _ hours

'15. Average hours/weck of On-the—Job Training (out of school) for
this program _ hours

16. Consumable Supplies and Material Costs for this program (1974-1975)
$ _yr.

NOTE: Not equipment costs.

If the above information is not available, please list major materials
whick you judge to be specific to this program.

Materials List:
(Not Equipment)

17. In order to conduct this program, certain basic equipment is prob-
ably required irrespective of the number of students in the program.
Please provide a list of this equipment starting with the most sig-
nificant or critical items. Estimate, if possible, the expected
life and replacement cost of new equipment.

*
Equipment List Expected Life Replacement Cost

*NOTE: If insurance values for equipment are available, you could use
these, but please note if you do.

« | 231
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18,

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24'

125'

26.

Part C

-’

How many students could simultaneously take this program with this
basic equipment in place. #

Glven current space limitations (work stations, seating capacity,
etc.) what is the\capacity enrollment for this program in your
school? i

For this work experilence program, what additional equipment and
materials would the school have to purchase to provide the equiva-
lent program as an in-school program offering?

Equipment List

(Most significant items only)

For this program, what are current equipment repair and rental
costs (1974-1975)7
Repair §

Rental §

What is the square footage of space used solely by this program?

sq. ft.

What is the square footage of space used by this program shared

with other programs?
! er prograt sq. ft.

What percent of the time is the shared space used solely by this
program? )4

Does this program have an advisory committce? [:]Yes [:]Nb

If yes to #25, does committee assist in placement of graduates?

[:]ch [:]No



11.

LT T

(p) Nonwork Experience Vocational Education
Program Cost Data (1974-1975)

(Please fill in one for each program)

Nonwork Experience Program Title

Number of Teachers in Program-F.T.E. : #
(F.T.E.——full-time equivalent)

Average Annual Salary/Teacher - $

Fringe Benefits as percent of salaries %

Secretarial and Clerical Assistance (F.T.E.)-
Secretarial

Clerks f#

you estimate that one secretary devotes one-eighth of her/his time
this program, enter 1/8th in the appropriate space above.

Average Annual Salary a. Secretary $ b. Clerk §

Any other special personnel associated with this program. Please
iist (e.g., paraprofessional).

Personnel Title F.T.E. (This program) Salary
)
Number of students in program : ' (ADA)

(ADA-~Average Daily Attendance)

Program Length (in weeks) weeks

Average Hours/week In-School Laboratory or shop instruction for this

program . hours

hverage hours/week In—-School Nonlaboratory or nonshop instruction

.. for this program hours

12.

Consumable Supplies and Material Costs for thils program (1974-1975)
$ - yr.

NOTE: Not equipment costs.
(CONTINUED)

233

206




12, CONTINUED

If the above information is not available, please list major materials
which you judge to be specific to this program.

Materials List
(Not Equipment)

13, In order to conduct this program, certain basic equipment is prob-
ably required irrespective of the number of students in the program.
Please provide a list of this equipment starting with the most sig-
nificant or critical items. Estimate, if possible, the expected
life and replacement cost of new equipment.

*
Equipment List Expected Life Replacement Cost

*¥*NOTE: 1If insurance values for equipment are available, you could use
these, but please note if you do.

14. How many students could simultaneously take this program with this
basic equipment in place? it ~_ per peris

15. Given current space limitations (work stations, seating capacity,
etc.) what is the capacity enrollment for this program.in your

school? it per day
16. TYor this program, what are current equipment repair and rental
costa (1974-1975)? Repair $
Rental §

17. What is the square footage of space used solely by this program?

sq. ft.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

LRt R

What is the square footage of space used by this program shared
with other programs?

sq. ft.

What percent of the time is the shared space used solely by this
program? A

Does this program have an advisory comnittee? [:]Yes [:]No

If yes to #25, does committee assist in placement of graduates?

DYes [:]No

208
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Appendix A-G

Lmployer Questionnaire

Name of firm

Address

Person answering Position

Background Data on Firm

1. Main products oxr services

2. Is tthvis an—
[:] Imdepzndent company
[:J Jsranch or division of larger corporation or organization

3 ' .
a. smproximately how many employees does the total organization have?

b. What were the total sales for the parent organization for the last reported
year? § '

3. How many employeces are there at this location?

a. What proportion of employees at this location are women?

b. What were the total sales at this location for the last year? §

Participation in Cooperative Education

4. Wow many years has your firm hired high school level co-op students? years

5. Do co-op students reccive any special training or supervision that regular employees
do not rcceive?

D Yes D No
+

a. What type of training or swmpervision?

6. Do co-op students rotate among different jobs or work primarily at one?

[:] Rotate [f] Primarily at one

209

Q .

ERIC - 236

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



7. Do the supervisors of co-op students make a formal report to the school on their
performance?

[:] No [:] Yes -+ Do they glve students an academic grade? [:] Yes [] No

8. Does somcone from the school, usually called a coordinatoxr, visit your firm to
check on the performance of co-op students?

[:] Yes [:j No o
¥

a. Approximqtcly how often does the eoordinator visit your firm?

. Approx’mzircely what proportion of the eco~op students you hire stay on with your
firm as Tegular employees? '

10. Arc the jobs in which co-op stimients work covered by a union contract?
[l Yes [ %
+
a. Vkat s the union attitude toward co-op workers?
R Encouraging [:T‘Neutral [] Discouraging

:[:? Ocher (specify)

11. Listed below are scven advantages to employers often claimed for cooperative
education. Please rank these in order of importance to your firm by numbering
them 1 through 7. Put a "1" in front of the advantage you consider most im-
portant. Place a "2" in front of the one you consider next most important, a
Y3" iu front of the third wost important, and so on for all seven.

Reduces costs of recruiting new employees
Shortens time needed for orientation and training
Facilitates evaluation of potential rcgular employces

Reduces turnover of cmployeces

_ Tmprowves communications with schools, makes them more responsive to
neceds of business

Is" good for public relations, inhances visibility of firm

Provides a valuable community service

12, Are there any other major advantages other than those llsted above?

—_—

13. Are there any major disadvantages from hiring co-op students?

210
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work: o ‘
1z, . Job title) }immM!QNmmmmmms £, Number of regular employees who do

‘ same type of work

d. Starting salary co-op students '
; J o g Starting salary regular employees

e. Average h - k
| & Average hours co-ops wor J b Number of regelar employees who

were originally co-op placenents.J

\

\ Co-0p Regular
a, Job title ‘ b. Job duties ' Students Employees
- A c | £,
d. § g
. 8. h.
v ¢ £
i : 5 g5
_ ' e h.
c. | i
4 B § '
& _ h
— L S
d § 8§
. 8. h,




15. If possille, we would 1ike to get some rough cstimates of the extra costs or
savings to an cmployer from participating in a co-op program. Listed below
arc a number of employce-related costs, Dlease try te compare the average
co-op student to an average regular employee who does the same work. Do
co-ops cost you more, less, or i1s there no differcuce in these costs?

Co-ops Cost No Amount
More Less Difference More or less

L0

8. Recruitment, hiring . + . . . ., . .

b. Training and orientation. . . , . .

& An

€. Scheduling work times, work loads .

d. Use of materials (wastage) . . . .

o p

€. Absentecism, tardiness. . . . . . .

f. Record keeping, evaluation of
PETfOENANCE » ¢ v s v e 6 s e e e e

<&

€. Supervisionm + + o+ ¢ 4 . . 0 L. 0.

h. Wages, salary - + - « « + « . . . .

&£ A

1. Fringe benefits . - . . . . . . . .

J. Voluntary turnover of workers . . .

<>

100000 o0oon
D0O00D00 OO00O00
000000 00000

k. TIwvoluntary turnover of workers . . $

16. Using the same basis of comparison--the average co-op student compared to an
average regular employec vho does the same work--who would you rate better on
the chavacteristices listed below? IF there is a differcence, try to make a rough
estimate of the percentage that co-ops are better or worse.

Co-ops No - Percent
Better Worse Difference Better or Worse

a. Technical knowledge . . . o . . . 4

U0 00000

b. Communication skills. , . . ., . . %

2

€. Quality of work . . . .« . . , , ..

d. Quantity of work, output, . . . . .

€. Proper use of tools and cquipment .

£f. Cooperation, ability to work with
People. o o L v 0 v e 0 e e e

o 00000
J4d 0DDO0oO0

£. Dependabiliey . . . . . ., . . . .
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION
(lease return in the postage~pald envelope provided)
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APPTNDIX B

Wage Regressions: Current and
Former Students

241




APPENDIX B-1
Wage Regressions - Current Students
An attempt was made to fit regressions for the current student

wage data in a manner similar to that of the former students.
Estimation forms were as follows:

SWAGE

i

a_ + a,(COOP) + a,(WKSTUDY) + a,(SEX) + a, (RACE) + a,(SUBURB)

“+ a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + a8(SKILL) + ag(PREP)

SWAGE = a, + al(coop) + aZ(WKSTUDY) +_a3(SEX) + aé(RACE) + aS(SUBURB)

+ a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + a8(SKILL) + ag(USE)

SWAGE

a + a,(COOP) + a_(WKSTUDY) + a,(SEX) + a, (RACE) + a (SUBURB) |
o 1 2 3 4 . 5
+ a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADEu) + a8(ShILL) + ag(PREP)‘+ alO(NEW) +

all(TIME)

SWAGE

l

ag + al(COOP) + aZ(NKSTUDY) + aB(SEX) + aa(RACE) + aS(SUBURB)

+ a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + aB(SKILL) + ag(USE) + alO(NEW) + all(TIME)

where,
SWAGE = starting wage of most current job;
CWAGE = last/current wage of most current job;

CO0P = binary variable for co-op status;

WKSTUDY = binary variable for workstudy status;

SEX = binary variable for males;

RACE = binary variable for white students;

SUBURB = binary variable for suburban area;

RURAL = binary variable for rural area;

GRADES = student evaluation of their relative grades;

SKILL = binary variable for required skill of jobj ,

PREP = binary variable for degree of preparation received for job;

USE = binary variable for the use of school-acquired knowledge on job;

NEW = binary variable for new skills learned on job;

TIME = some measure of length of experience~~three different forms,
as follows:

JMONTHS = number of months working,
AVGJOB = average length of time on any job,
WEEKS = length of time on given job.

These regressions do not confirm the previously recounted results

concerning current student wages. The two formulations for estimating
starting wages show that the co-op students carn significantly less
than the part-time students. For current wages, the results are

o mixed; four of the six regressions show the CO-0P coefficient to be
]ERJK? nepative but insignificant, while the remaining two show the coefficient
T to be negative and significant.
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Other perverse results are apparent. For example, in all
formulations the variable for race is negative and significant;
this indicates that whites are earning less than blacks. The
experience variables are also negative and significant, indicating
that job seniority causes wages toO decrease. Actual results are
presented in Tables A2-1 and A2-2.

These results, however, cannot be accepted with confidence.
Examination of the residuals of the equation uncovers specifications
in the model as formulated; some unknown relevant vardiable has
been omitted from the model. This omission could easily account

‘for the obviously perverse results, and could also cause inaccutacy

and bias in the values of the coefficients of interest for this
study. Thus, while the results contradict the related findings
of this study, the contradictions must be regarded skeptically.

- The first formulation for each wage variable expresses the
wage variable as influenced by the student's ability, the skill
level of the associated position, and co-op/nonco-op stitus. ' In
the appropriate cases, accumulated experience and additional training
are also included. Controlling variables have been included to
account for wage differentials based on sex, race, and the relative
cost of living in urban vs. nonurban areas. !

Parallel equations were computed with an additional variable
to further control for the degree to which job preparation was
adequate and the extent to which the job was related to area of
occupational training. Because these two variables proved to
be highly correlated, separate regressions were evaluated for
each. On an overall basis, results are no less ambiguous than
those already reported.

Although the coefficient of the co-op variable was positive
in the majority of cases (as would be expected), it was never
significant. The coefficient of the work-study variable, on the
other hand, demonstrated highly erratic behavior over the spectrum
of equations. It ranged from negatively significant (with a value
of -.26) to positively significant (with a value of .37); insigni-
ficant coefficient values ranged from low negative (-.06) to
relatively high positive values (.87). '

The coefficient of the dummy variable for the skill level of
the position was positive (as expected) in all cases, but only
in rare instances was it significant. ‘The preparation and
relatedness variables fared no better--though primarily positive
in sign, the coefficients of these variables were never significant.
In fact, the. majority of the remaining variables had coefficients

which were neither repeatedly significant nor consistent in sign.
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Appendix Table B=1A

Wage Regression: Current Students

SEIX  BACE

18 -2k
(1) (L)

19 =32k

(1) ()

THRE WAL WS SOL P I K
2% -0 0 0 M - 0
() s (1 ()

200 00 .03 .0 = L6 03
(1) (18 (05) (1) (,10)

Appendix Teble B-1B

Wage Regressions: Current Students

Dependent
Variable
(¥ of Cases)  CONSTANT C0-0p  WRKSTUDY
SWAGE 2.40 - 42% Al
(1134) (.11) (.16)
SWAGE .39 - 42% 0
{1134) (1) (16)
Dependent
Variable

(¥ of Cagses) CONSTANT CO-OP WRKSTUDY SEX™ RACE SUBURB RURAL

CWACE
(1117)

ChAGE
(1117)

CWAGE
(1.

- CWAGE

(1117)

CWAGE
\1097)

CWAGE
(1097)

§.13

4.16

3.9

3.9

3.32

3.3

-25
(14)

-1

(-14)

04
(.20)

.02
(.21)

02
(.21)

01
(.21)

.00
(.21)

-0l
(.21)

GRADES

19 - 33
(.16) (1)

A8 - 34k
(.14) (.16)

17 =36k
(,16) (.16)

16 ~.37%
(.14) (.14)

J4 =35
(.14) (.149)

A3 -3
(.1¢) (.14)

07 -0
(.16) (19)

07 =00
(1) (.19)

03 =03
(.14) (.19)

03 -0
(:14) (.19)

06 =08
(.14 (.19)

03 -0
(14 (19)

05
(:13)

07
(.07)

06
(.07)

SKILL PREP USE NEY AVGIOB JOVIES WEEKS R
L S RN || TIPS U SRR 17
(1) (13) (.13) (,03)

'-3& - 009 ".05 - ”-11‘* - . 0042*
(.17) (.13) (.13) (.03) '
=38t 20 - .00 A1 - - L0514
(.11 (.13) (.13) (.02)

SATE w06 =02 w3 e e 040
(.17) (.13) (,13) (.02)

"035* 029 - ".02 - bl '000 -028*
G (1) (1) (.00)
'034* - 010 '-03 - - '-00 .024*
(,17) (.13) (.13) (,00)
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SWAGE

SWAGE

SWAGE

FWAGE

FWAGE

FWAGE

SWAGEL

SWAGEI

SWAGEL

APPENDIX B-2
Single Equation Wage Regressions: Former Students
aO + al(COOP) + az(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + aé(RACE) + as(SUBURB)
ag (RURAL) + a_ (GRADES) + ag (GRADES®) + ag (SKILL,)
a, + a,(COOP) + a, (WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + a, (RACE) + a, (SUBURB)

2
a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + a8(GRADES) + ag(SKILLF) + alO(PREPF)

aO + al(COOP) + az(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + a4(RACE) + aS(SUBURB)

. 2
aGRURAL) +‘a7(GRADES) + a8(GRADES) + ag(SKILL) + alO(RELF)

a, + al(COOP) + az(WKSTUDY)-+ a3(SEX) + a4(RACE) + as(SUBURB)

‘ 2
aG(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + aB(GRADES) + ag(SKILLF} + alo(EXPF)

2
all(EXPF )
ag + al(COOP) + az(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + aa(RACE) + as(SUBURB)
2
ae(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + aS(GRADES ) + ag(SKILLF) + alO(PREPF)
2

all(EXPF) + alz(EXPF )

ag T‘al(COOP) + az(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + aa(RACE) + aS(SUBURB)

y 2
a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + aS(GRADES ) + %Q(SK?LLF) + alo(RELF)

2
F)

———

all(EXPF) + alZ(EXP

aq + alccoop) + aZ(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + aé(RACE) -+ aS(SUBURB)
L')

a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + aB(GRADEs”) + ag(SKILLL)

a

+ al(COOP) + az(WKSTUDY) + a., (SEX) + aa(RACE) + aS(SUBURB)

0 3
2
a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + aB(GRADES ) + ag(SKILLL) + alo(PREPL)

ag + al(COOP).+ az(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + a4(RACE) + aS(SUBURB)

2 —
a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + aS(GRADEs ) + ag(SKILLL) + alO(RELL)
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TWAGEL

FWAGE

FWAGEL

SWAGEC'

WA
S GEC

SWAGE

FWAGEC

a, + al(COOP) + az(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + aA(RACE) + as(SUBURB)

. 2 '
a6(RURAL) + ay(GRADLS) + aB(GRADES ) + ag(SKILLL) + alO(EXPL)

2.

all(EXPL )

a, + al(COOP) + aZ(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + a4(RACE) + as(SUBURB)

2
a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + aB(GRADES ) + ag(SKILLL) + alo(PREPL)

2
all(EXPL) + alZ(EXPL )

as + afCOOP) + aZ(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + aQ(RACE) + aS(SUBURB)

2 -
a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + aS(GRADES ) + ag(SKILLL) + alO(RELL)

2
all(EXPL) <+ alZ(EXPL )

a, + a,(COOP) + a, (WKSTUDY) + a,(SEX) + a, (RACE) ag (SUBURB)

2
a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + a8(GRADES ) + ag(SKILLC) + alO(EXPTC)

2
ayq (EXPoo)

ag + al(COOP) + az(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + aé(RACE) + agSUBURB)

2
a6(RURAL) + ay(GRADES) + aB(GRADES ) + ag(SKILLC) + alO(PREPC)“"

2

all(EXPT C )

C) + alz(EXPT

a. + al(COOP) + aZ(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + a

0 (RACE) + as(SUBURB)

4

(RELC)

2 -
a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + aS(GRADES ) + ag(SLILLC) -+ ajy

2

) +a )

(EXP

a; 4 (EXP,, 12 ‘EAP e

o

a, + al(coop)'+ a, (WKSTUDY) + a,(SEX) + a, (RACE) + aS(SUBURB)
| , ’ |

ao (RURAL) + a, (GRADES) + ag (GRADES®) + ag(SKILL.) + a  (EXP,)
2 N

allcnxpc ) + alz(EXTRAIN)
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FWAGE a_ + al(coop) + aZ(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + aa(RACE) + aS(SUBURB)

C 0
2
+
+ a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + a8(GRADES ) + a9(SKILLC) alO(PREPC)
2 ‘
+ all(EXPC) + alZ(EXPC ) + 313(EXTRAIN)

FWAGE

+
c= 3t al(COOP) + a, (WKSTUDY) + a5 (SEX) + aé(RACE) 35(SUBURB)
) _
« +
+ aB(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + a8(GRADES ) + ag(SKILLC) alo(RELc)
9 :
+‘all(EXPC) + a,,(EXP.%) + alB(EXTRAIN)

FWAGE

n

a_ + al(COOP) + a

c 0 2(

' 2
+ ag (RURAL) + a,(GRADES) + ag(GRADES®) + ag(SKILL,) + a;,(EXP,)

2
+ all(EXPT ) + alz(EXTRAIN)

FWAGE, = a, + a,C00P) + a, (WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + a, (RACE) + a5 (SUBURB)

0
2
+
+ ae(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + a8(GRADES ) + ag(SKILLC) alo(PREPC)
: +
+ all(EXPT) alZ(EXPT ) + a13(EXTRAIN)

FWAGE

it

+a
a, + al(COOP) + aZ(WKSTUDY) + a3(SEX) + aa(RACE) aS(SUBRUB)

- 2 )
+ AT
+ a6(RURAL) + a7(GRADES) + a8(GRADES ) + ag(SKILLC) alo(RELC,

P 2
+ E + EX +a.,(E )

where,

SWAGE = starting wage of subscripted job;

FWAGE = final/current wage of subscripted job;

COOP = binary variable for co-op status;

WKSTUDY = binary variable for workstudy status;

SEX = binary variable for males;

RACE = binary variable for white students;

SUBURB = binary variable for rural area;

RURAL = binary variable for rural area;

GRADES = students evaluation of their relative grades;

SKILL = binary variable for required skill of subscripted job;
PREP = binary variable for preparation received for subscripted job;

"REL = binary variable for relatedness of ‘training to subscripted jobh;
EXP = length of time on subscripted job;
EXP_ = total post~high school work experience prior to current job;
EXP_"= total post~high school work experience;

Q EXTEAIN = additional training completed beyond high school;




with subscripts,

F = first job;
L = longest job;
C = current job.

The first formulation for each wage variable expresses the wage
variable as influenced by the student's ability, the skill level of
the associated position, and co-op/nonco-op status. In the appropriate
cases, accumulated experience and additional training are also included.
Controlling variables have been included to account for wage differentials
based on sex, race, and the relative cost of living in urban vs. nonurban
areas.

Parallel equations were computed with an additional variable to
further control for the degree to which job preparation was adequate
and the extent to which the job was related to area of occupational
training. Because these two variables proved to be highly correlated,
separate tegressions were evaluated for each. On an overall basis,
results are no less ambiguous than those alyveady reported.

Although the coefficient of the co-op variable was positive in
the majority of cases {(as would be expected), it was never significant.
The coefficient of the work—study variable, on the other hand,
demonstrated highly erratic behavior over the spectrum of egquations.
Tt ranged from negatively significant (with a value of -,26) to
positively significant (with a value of .37); insignificant coefficient
values ranged from low negatlve (=.06) to relatively high positive
values (.87).

The coefficient of the dummy variable for the skill level of the
position was positive (as expected) in all cases, but only in rare
instances was it significant. The preparation and relatedness variables
fared no better-—-though primarily positive in sign, the coefficients
of these variables were never significant. In fact, the majority of the
remaining variables had coefficients which were neither repeatedly
significant nor consistent in sign. The only two variables that
performed well were those for sex and job experience; both variables
had coefficients which were repeatedly significant and consisteatly
positive in sign. Actual results can be found in Appendix 1.

Several qualifications should be made concerning these results.
In light of the repeated significance of the experience variable, all
models should have some representation of all work experience prior
to the period of wage measurements. The results of those equations not
including such an experience measure may not be reliable. Second,
the reader will note that some of the results show a significantly
negative quadratic term for either the experience of the grades variables.
Such a coefficient implies that, at some maximum point, additional
experience will cause the wage rate to decrease! This rather shocking
result can easily be explained as a function of the available data
set. As mentioned earlier, the sample students have all been out of
school for a period of three years or less. In those cases in which
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the quadratic term is significant, the actuval values of the coefficients
indicate that the wage rate would begin to fall at sometime after thirty-
six months——the range in which the decrease occurs is ore for which the
gample has no data to demonstrate the expected continuous rise in

wages. Thus, the quadratic term could indicate an increasing nonlinear
relationship only within the period in question. Extrapolation of these
results to experience ranges beyond the period in question is highly
suspect.

In summary, neither test of wage variables can confirm that any
advantage accrues to co—op students as a result of their work experience.
The chi~square analysis did not indicate that cooperative students have
higher wages, and tiie regression analysis showed no significant
differential resulting from the co-~op status.
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 APRENDIX THBLE B-2A.

Wage Repressions
First Job - Former Students
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APPENDIX TABLE B-28

Wage Regressions
Longest Job ~ Former Students

Dapendent

Variable '

o : 2 2
(N of Cases) CONSTANT 0-0P WKSTUDY SEX RACE SUBURB RURAL GRADES SKILL, gg_sgl o, 5 ggL N
SHAGE 00 =09 -8 LAt 03 06 <06 L0500 = & e LQgH
(1316} W05 GO8) (05) (0B) (OS) (.OB) (LO4) (.08)

. SRiGE L9 =08 -260 320 06 06 <08 0P 100 =08~ o~ o~ QU
(1039) (.05)  (.09) (.05) (.0B) (.0B) (.06) (.0&) (.09) (.05) ‘

SHAGE, LIS =09 260 33 07 ~03 .07 .09 08 - w00 - - Q4%
(1039) (05)  (.09) (.05) (.08) (.O5) (.06) (.04) (.09) (,05) '
FuiGE; L3 .10 L1200 66t «06 <06 ~01 L3 25 o o 03h 00 L100%

N (9) (O7) (1) (07 (08) o7y O%) (.05) (.1 (.00) . (.00)

N . .
FRiCE Lab 16 LLh 58 w03 w02 <02 LISE L3 w0l - L03% -,00% L220%
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APPENDIR TABLE B-2C

Wage Regressions
Current Job - Former Students

Dependent .
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Dependent
Variable
(S of Cases) CONSTANT C0=0P WKSTUDY SEX RACE SUBURE RURAL GRADES SKILQC FREP BELC

APPENDIX TABLE B-2D

Wage Regressions

Current Job = Former Students
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APPENDIX C-1

Regression Analysis: Effects of Holding
a Job on 3cores on a Test of Job Knowledge

The regression equation included Information on the personal
characteristics of the students (sex, race, and IQ score), indices
of the socioecoromic status of their families, feelings of self-esteem,
and school ability. -The analysis held these variables constant and

tested the independent effects of holding a job either in a school

supervised program (co-op or work study) or part-time as compared to

not working while in school. Appendix Table C-1 lists the variables

that were used, the manner in which they were coded, and the rele-
vant statistics.

, The information in Appendix Table C-~1 indicates that working while
in school did have =n independent effect upon the jol: knowledge scores,
and that working as part of a co—op program had slightly more effect
than work-study or part-time jobs. The regression coeffiecients in

the table are in raw score form and therefore are influenced by the
format of the independent variables. The standardized regression
coefficients, which control for the differences in format, are co-op
.11, part-time .07, and work-study .05.

In the total equation the variables that explained the largest
proportions of the variance were IQ (with a standardized regression
coefficient of .30) race (.20), and self-esteem (.17). The correla-
tion with IQ indicates that, to a large degree, the job knowledge test
also measured the general mental abilities which IQ tests measure.

e em—The--interpretations—-of-the-correlations-with-race-and-feelings-.of self= .
' esteem are less obvicus. . The significant finding, however, for the

present study is that when the effects of these differences in personal
characteristics, family background, and individual attitudes are con-
trolled, holding a job is associated with higher job knowledge scores.
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APPENDIX TABLE C-1

Hultiple Regression Analysis of Job Knowledge Scores
Among Current Students

Statistics
Independent Variables and Format Mean sp® T B S5E
" Work Status Classification
Co—op (Co-op = 1, Other = 0) .33 W47 .04 S L IS ¥
—Work Study (WS = 1, Other = 0) .09 .29 ~.01 L49% .24
Part-time (PT = 1, Other = 0) .27 48 | .07 SG6Rx | 17
No Job (Ne Job = 0, enters intercept) . : I
Personal Characteristics
‘Sex (Male = 1, Female = 0) : .40 .49 .08 4% 13
Race (White = 1, Other = 0) } .65 .48 .30 1.35%% .16
IQ (Standardized scale) . 49.94 | 9.85 44 . 10%% .01
Socioeconomic Indices
I: Occupation-education (factor score) 49.94 7.86 .19 .02% .01
II: Expensive possession (factor score) 49.97 8.30 W 1e -.00 .01
IIXI: Educational resources {factor score) 49,84 7.34 .21 .01 .01
T "i;’(’;l‘_”r)ona 1 Attitu dé"s'-"“'*”‘""’"""“"“-w*w-«——-‘ B ] Lo UNINISTPWIIY NPT IR N ISv—
11: Seilf-esteem (factor score) 49.75 8.06 .25 07 %% .01 g
School ability (sum Q 27, 28, "35) 112,00 f 2.08 23] LL1B%E | 03 e
Dependent Variable Job Knowledge Score 11.16 } 2.15
Intercept : v ) -2.03 2.65
Multiple R 2 b .54
Explained Variance (R7) .29
Number of Obscrvations l 1906

a

SD = standard deviation of mean, ¥ = zero order correlation of independent and depen—
dent variables, B = net regression coefficient, SE = standard error of coefficient,
I = values enter intercept term. : :

bCorrccted for degrees of freedom.

*
Significant at .05 level; **significant at .01 level or less.
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APPENDIX (C-2

Varimax Rotation of Factor Matrix for
Responses to Attitudinal Questions

A preliminary analysis of items that dealt with students' atti-
tudes toward school indicated that ten of the items were reflected
mainly in two factors. The ten items were reanalyzed and two factors
were extracted that accounted for 49 percent of the variability in
the responses to these items. The factor loadings for these items
are presented in Appendix Table C-2,

The first factor has its highest loading on items that refer to
the usefulness of the things being studied, how much the students
learn, and how interesting courses are. This factor accounts for
29 percent of the variance in responses. The second factor refers
mainly to the efforts teachers make to encourage students and to
explain material, and how hard the school triesS to prepare the stu-
dents. These factors account about equally for the wvariability in
the items that refer to general satisfaction with education and
overall liking for school.

The factor loadings from Appendix Table C~2 were used to generate
factor scores for each respondent for the two factors. Like all other
factor scores in this report, they were standardized to a mean of 50
and a standard deviation of 10. The respondents were then grouped by
the first digit in their scores and a chi square analysis was conducted
across the four basic groups. A4s would be expected, the nverall dis-
tributicn of these scores reflected the sScores found for the separate

tive than the other groups. In general, however, the differences
among the groups were not large, and there was no tendency for

the cooperative students to perceive their education as more useful
or their teachers and schools to be trying harder to educate them.

262

231

Females were usuallya little more-positive than-males;—and ~~"
work study students, both male and female, were a little less posi-



APPENDIX TABLE C-2

Varimax Rotation of Factor Matrix for
Atcitudes Toward School Items Among Current Studeuts

Factor Loadings

School Attitude Items 1 I1
39. How useful are the things you are studying to
"~ you right now? : ‘ .78 .18

38. How useful will the things you are studying be

“when you leave high school? .75 .20
33. How much are you learning from the courses

you are taking this year? .69 .34
34. How interesting are the courses you are taking

this year? . . .68 .36
49, Overall, how satisfied are you with the educa-

tion you are receiving.in your courses? .49 A
48. How hard are you, yourself, trying toO get the :

preparation you will need when you leave school?| .44 .27

37. How much do your teachers encourageé You to

"learn? 22 .72
36. How hawvd do your teachers try to help you

understaud the material chey cover? .20 71
47. How hard do vyou think your school is trying to

_,mmw~nmmmWwvwnW»MgiuemyouwprepananignwxggmwillwgggéMLLLE»N —_— 32 | .47
24. Overall, how well do you like school? A .32
Sum of squared factor loading ST B N N i T —
Percent of total variance explained 29% 20%
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APPENDIX C-3

! Varimax Rotation of Facdtor Matrix of Self-Esteem
Items, Current Students

The factor patterns seem to reflect the phrasing of the items
more than the students' feelings. The eight items in the first
factor with loadings of .30 or higher are all positively phrased.
The second and third factors are made up mainly of negatively
phrased items, plus two which refer to planning one's life or
being controlled by events. As with the 'attitude toward school'
items, the factor analysis was used to produce factor scores for
each respondent for the three identified factors. These scores
were standardized to a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10.
The scorcs#were then compared separately for males and females
across the four basic groups of respondents. Only one of these six
comparisons approached significance (p = .07)--the first factor
among the female work study respondents, who tended to have some-
what lower scores on this factor. Overall, however, these items
present no evidence that having various types of work experience
whilz in school had any major impact on how the students feel about
themselves. '
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APPENDIX TABLE C-3

Varimax Rotation of Factor Matrix of Self-Esteem
Items.Among Current Students

Factor Loadings

Self~-Esteem Items Q80 I II I1I

a. I am able to do things as well as most ... .53 .09 .05
b. I have always felt pretty sure my life ... .52 .04 .22
c. I take a positive attitude toward myself. .59 .14 .28
d. I would rather decide things when they come up -.11 .36 -.04
e. All in all, I am inclined to think I am a failure. .25 .58 .18
f. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. .27 .58 .17
g. I nearly always feel pretty s re of myself ... .43 .02 .19
h. I seem to be the kind of person who has ... .24 .37 .37
i. I feel 1 have a number of good qualities. .58 .20 v
j. I wish I could have more respect for myself. .18 .23 .36
k. I never have any trouble making up my mind ... .34 -.19 .31
1. There is not much use for me to plan ahead ... .05 .52 18
m. I have often had the feeling that it is no use ... 14 .56 29
n. At times I feel I am no good at all. .20 .34 62
o. I cértainly feel useless at times. .17 .21 .68

o p..I have. always fcit I _have more will power ... . 243 ) .01 .12
qg. I feel T am a person of worth, equal ... .54 .23 .03
- -Sum of squared factor-loadings 2.33 1.80 ].1.53..

Percent of total variance exPlained 14% 11% 9%
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APPENDIX TABLE C-4

Varimax Rotation of Factor Matrix of Items Related to
Effects of Holding a Job While in School,

Employed Current Students Only

Factor Loadings

Job Effect Ttems, Q73 b IX 111 v
a. Job-causes you to get lower grades. 48 .05 .07 .03
b. lNolding a job helps you to get better grades. .18 © .20 .40 .02
c. Job makes it harder to find time to study. .66 .04 .15 01
d. Like school better when you have a job. .09 .13 40 .15
e. Job makes your courses more interesting. .15 .50 .46 .06
{f. Job helps you to apply things you étudy in school. .06 .77 .16 .14
g. Job makes it harder to take part in school activities. A7 -.01 -.01 ~.09
h. Holding job helped decide what you want to do. .07 .25 .23 .27
i. Job causes you to feel less a part of the school. A4 .03 -.08 -.05
j. Job helped you to coutinue school, not drop out. .01 .10 .55 .14
k. Holding job helped you to get along with people. -.03 .05 .19 .36
1. Job helps you to understand better things you study. .05 .01 .39 <13
m. Get along better with teachers when you have a job. -.01 .19 .56 .13
n. Job causes you to have less contact with friends. .53 .07 .03 .01
o. Holding job taught skills not learned in school. -.03 .06 .03 .38
o = pe~Holdding fob increased-confidencein-yourself. =y Q27 07 B 63
’ q. Job makes it harder to do chores at home. ‘ . 60 .06 .03 .00
r. Holding job makes you wish done with school. P .09 .09 -.15 -.12
Sum of squared factor loadings ' 1.78 1.41 1.50 .86
Percent of total variance explained 10% 8% 8% 5%

N = 2203




